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This meoting hes iven rise to various conjectures as to its | vii. 9, 10, a very strong judgment in favour of the literal con- 
import, but Selbiag hes yet transpired. struction was given in the court of first instance (12 W. R. 
898) but was reversed in the Oourt of Ap (13 W. R. 115), 





THERE aPpzars to be every probability that the Supreme 
Court (Officers) Bill will not be proceeded with during the 
present session of Parliament. The opposition to its provisions 
would take up more of the time of the House than can be 


spared 

Ir 1s ANNOUNCED that on Saturday, the 11th inst., Mr. Justice 
Waicar will sit as an additional judge of the Chancery Divi- 
sion to dispose of two Chancery actions. These are the only 
actions remaining of the cases transferred to the learned judge. 


Tue Hatt of the Incorporated Law Society presented a very 


festive gery on Wednesday night. It was brilliantly 
illuminated, and decorated with banks of flowers, which were 


oety admired. About 500 of the members and their guests 
eld high revel until an early hour on Thursday morning. 
General commendation was bestowed on the manner in which 
the supper was served by the steward of the Law Society Olub. 





WE print elsewhere the yearly list of attendances of members 
of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society. As usual, Mr. 
Prnnineton heads the list with 200 attendances; the President 
comes next with 161 attendances; Mr. B. G. Laxe has 127 
attendances; aud Mr. Goppen has 123 attendances. Of 
members with under 100 attendances, Mr. Roscoz and Mr. 
Wiutu1ams score the highest numbers. 


On Tuxspay, the 14th inst., Mr. Justice Kexewicu will 
commence his fortnight of hearing witness actions, and will con- 
tinue such hearing until Saturday, the 25th inst., daily, with the 
exception of Monday, the 20th inst. During that period the 
motions and unopposed petitions in cases assigned to Mr. 
Justice Kexewicu will be heard on Thursdays and Saturdays 
by Mr. Justice Srintive. This arrangement, however, has not 
—- Mr. Justice Kzxewicu from hearing witness actions 

week. 





Ir szzms probable that the report of the Select Committee 
on the Administration of Trusts will lend no support to the 
scheme for the appointment of a public trustee, save under 
conditions which will make the employment of such an official 
perfectly optional. Where actual oversight of trusts is required, 
whether at the instance of the founder of the trust or of the 
trustees, or of the beneficiaries, the means is to be found in the 
_—— of officers similar to the judicial factors in Scotland. 
They would be under the control of the court and their accounts 
would be audited at fixed periods. But in the management of 
the trust they would act as private trustees, using their own 
discretion, though with facilities for obtaining the direction of 
the court. In any scheme which may be formulated for the 
appointment of such persons we hope it will be recognized 
that they must be as little as possible official in their character. 
The work, indeed, would fall naturally within the range of an 
independent solicitor’s office, the official element, so far as it is 
pe pl being supplied by the fact that he is already an officer 
e court. 


WE bo nor THINK that many people would describe Queen 
Victoria as surviving Wittiam the Conaveror, but practically 
that was what the use of the word ‘‘survive” contended for in 
Re De reported elsewhere) would amount to. Ouriously 
en0 ctionaries give the interpretations “outlive” and 
“live after” under separate heads, but the authorities quoted 
for the latter interpretation really only justify ‘‘live at and after” 
an event. In the one case to the contrary, Re Clark, where 


counsel, for eome not very apparent reason, relied upon Hebrews 





In that case a gift ‘‘ to the children of A. who survive me” was 
held not to exclude children born after the testator’s death. A. 
was young at the time of the will, and it was quite possible that 
all the children might have been born after the testator’s death, 
in which case a literal construction would have defeated the gift 
altogether. Whether the Court of Appeal were right even in 
that case is not very material, as no general rule is laid down. 
In Gee v. Liddell (L. R. 2 Eq. 341), on the other hand, Lord 
Roitty, after searching Johnson and Ri n, says generally 
that the word “ survive ” or ‘‘ survivor ” imports that the person 
who is to survive must be living at the time of the event which 
he is to survive. It isin vain to hope that we have heard the 
last of ‘‘survivors,” but it is encouraging to find the courts less 
and less inclined to mutilate the Queen’s English in order to 
make wills for testators. 





WE nave nor the slightest doubt as to the intrinsic value of 
the judgments delivered by Chancellor Tristram in the Brincr- 
MAN case. They bear the marks of learning and research, and 
are entitled to all the authority with which their author’s 
reputation as an ecclesiastical lawyer endows them. But the 
occasion of their delivery seems to invite comment. Some few 
weeks back Dr, Tristram issued a licence for Mr. Brinckman’s 
marriage. He knew at the time that that gentleman had been 
the guilty party in a divorce suit, but in his opinion that 
circumstance made no difference. It certainly made no differ- 
ence as to the right to marry again, a right which is expressly 
conferred by section 57 of the Matrimonial Causes Act, 1857, 
and, according to the practice of the registry, it made no differ- 
ence as to the right to be married by licence. Then came the 
celebration of the marriage by Dr. Ker Gray in pursu- 
ance of the licence, and the attempted interruption by Mr. 
Brack. The proceedings were followed by correspondence 
in the Zimes, and here it might be supposed the matter 
would have ended, when suddenly Dr. Trisrram imported a 
fresh element of interest by himself sending a letter announcing 
that he was going to give in court his reasons for granting the 
licence. It is not unusual, of course, for a court to state at 
once what the effect of a judgment will be, and to reserve the 
reasons for a future occasion—a dangerous practice, indeed, for 
no one can safely predict how reasons will work out when they 
come to be formulated. But it is unusual for a court to give, 
as Dr. Tristram had done, his final judgment, and then to 
supplement it by a considered judgment when circumstances 
have made the case notorious. None, however, would have 
found fault with the judgment had it been restricted to its 
proper subject-matter. In the main it consisted of a useful 
recapitulation of the reasons which induced Dr. Tristram, in a 
similar case in 1873, to ignore the Bishop of London’s order 
against granting licences to persons in Mr. Brivckman’s posi- 
tion. But in holding that Mr. Brack was guilty of brawling, 
Dr. Tristram meddled with a matter which, on his own admis- 
sion, was outside his jurisdiction, and was solely for a police 
magistrate to inquire into. Had anyone wished to proceed against 
Mr. Buacx the affair could have been discussed before the “4 
forum. No person has chosen to take this step, and Dr. 
TrisTRam’s opinion had better have been withheld. But he did 
not let the question rest there. Further letters appeared in the 
Times, and the accuracy of his judgment was impugned. Again 
the Chancellor goes to his court at St. Paul’s Cathedral and for- 
tifies his statement of the law with fresh reasons and authorities. 
Surely this is rather overdoing it. It is enough fora judge 
that he gives his judgment and sees that it is acted upon. ’ 
Brrvckman has had his licence and is safely married. Why is 
not Dr. Tristram satisfied? It seems to be a moot point 
whether a licence is in the nature of a dispensation to be given 
at the discretion of the bishop or his officers, or whether it is 
simply an alternative form of i which anyone has the 
right to adopt. We should have thought the matter could have 
been discussed in the Zimes or elsewhere without rendering it 
necessary for Dr. Tristram to join the discussion in his capacity 
of judge. There are still occasions when silence is golden. 
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Tux pistrvcrion between an action founded on tort and an 
action founded on contract, which to the mind of a layman 
must appear altogether incomprehensible, is not always easy 
even to the legal mind to draw; and yet it becomes an impor- 
practical results, as 
appears from the case of Kelly v. Metropelstan Railway Co. 
(reported ante, p. 447). The practical question Involved 
was whether the plaintiff, having recovered more than £20, but 
less than £50, in the High Oourt, was only entitled to costs on 
the county court scale. This question turns on section 116 of 
the County Courts Act, 1888, which provides, in effect, that in 
the case of an action commenced in the High Court where £20 
or more, but less than £50, are reco the county court 
scale applies in actions founded on contract, but if founded on 
tort the plaintiff will be entitled to full costs on the High Court 
scale. he distinction between these two kinds of action 
appears to be based upon the difference between acts of com- 
mission and misfeasance and acts of omission and non-feasance, 
and has quite recently twice formed a subject for consideration 
by the Court of Appeal. Thus in Se ad v. oo afield, 
and Lincolnshire Ratlway Co. he . BR, 120; 1895, . B. 134) 
the action arose out of the following circumstances :—A pas- 
senger was entering a railway carriage when the porter ed 
his thumb by negligently shutting the door. The plaintiff 
recovered £20 in the High Court, and upon taxation the master 
only allowed costs on the county court scale. The Oourt of 
Appeal overruled his decision, on the ground that this was an 
action ‘‘ founded on tort.”” Lord Justice Linpizy pointed out 
the extreme difficulty that often arises in such cases in 
shewing the difference between tort and contract. This con- 
fusion was, under the old system of pl , increased as 
the plaintiff had sometimes the option of suing either in tort or 
contract on the same transaction ; and that led to a confounding 
of the form of action with the nature of the remedy, which are 
totally different things. In the more recent case of Kelly v. 
Metropolitan Railway Co. @ similar question arose. In this case 
the passenger was injured by the train colliding with the dead- 
end of the station, and the Jaintiff recovered £25 damages. In 

ite of the decision of Zuylor v. Manchester, c., Railway Co., 
the master only allowed costs on the county co 6, and hi 
decision was affirmed by Day, J. The Court of Appeal, how- 
ever, allowed the appeal, being clearly of opinion that this was 
an action founded op fort, not contract. A. L. Sur, L.J., 
points out that there seems to have been some misapprehension 
as to what was decided in the previous case, and gives a some- 
what elaborate definition—or perhaps we should say description 
—of the difference between an action founded on tort and on 
contract. The main point seems to be that where there is a 
duty apart from contract, the breach of that duty, even although 

ere is in @ contract, gives rise to an acti . 
The result of these two decisions is rather to point out the Aish - 
culties of the problem to be solved than any simple method of 
solution, and suggests the comment that the Legislature, in its 
anxiety to cheapen litigation, has succeeded in supplying good 
material for dispute. 





In THE oAsE of Re Salt, Brot, Keelii (reported else- 
where), the testator, paymen’ his debte, gave 
a gen ge | legacy and devised the residue of his nalty 
and all hi 


his realty to his executors. The geneeel’ panenet 
estate rs insufficient, the question arose whether the 
was entitled to have the assets marshalled, so as to stand in the 
shoes of the creditors against proceeds of real estate, in so far 
as the personal estate had been applied in payment of debts. 
Under somewhat similar circumstances in ate, Bate v. Bate 
(43 Oh. D, 500, 38°W. R. Dig. 6) Kay, L.J., as @ judge of first 
instance, held the doctrine of marshalling to be inapplicable, 
while in Re Stokes, Parsons vy. Miller (67 L. T. 228, 41 Ww. R. Dig. 
3), Srretine, J., with Re Bate before him, applied the doctrine ; 
the will in each case containing a direction for payment of 
debts, but no express words of charge. In Re Stokes there was 
a general devise of realty to the executors, and Sriauiva, J., 
decided that the realty was charged on the authority of Barley v. 
Bailey (27 W. R. 909, 12 Oh. D, 268, 278), where Fry, J., 





said: “ They [¢.¢., the authorities] appear to me to come to this: | i 


that where there is a direction that the executors shall the 
testator’s debts, followed by a gift of all bie seal ectaie 44 toaan 
either beneficially or on trust, all the debts will be payable 

of all the estate so ack to them,” and this statement of 

law was approved by Jzssz1, M.R., ok ee 
Landau (30 W. R. 801, 20 Oh. D. 465, 476). e in 
Re Bate specifically devised his real estate, but the court 
decided in that case also that the debts were charged on the 
real estate: 43 Oh. D., at p. 601. The apparent conflict of 
these two authorities was the subject of discussion in Re Butler, 
Le Bas vy. Herbert (1894, 3 Oh. 250), where Kexewron, J. (see 
p. 256), considered the bearing of Re Stokes on Re Bate, but 


the decision, going on other nds, left the matter much 
a Re Salt, the charge of debts being admitted, 








where it was. 
Caray J following Ze Stokes, held that the legates was 
en’ have the assets marshalled on the simple ground 


i the creditors OD y two funds and the Q : on one 
omt,tirs-creditors were not to be allowed to disappoint the 
@gatee by their election: see Lord Expon’s statement of the 


ule in Aldrv v. Cooper (8 Ves., at p. 396). 





Ever since the decision of Carmns and Turyer, L.JJ., in 
ardner ¥. Dover Rai Co. (15 W. R. 
it has been 


, Lu. R. 2 Ch, 2 
holders of a railway company have rn 











‘‘as a going concern, with internal an 
of management not to be interfered with; as a froit- Dearing 
tree, the produce of which is the fund dedica’ y the con’ 
Day n the recent case 0: 
I Co. (ante, p. 414) th 
e 2 applied to a tramways company 
formed under the Tramways Act, 1870. In Gardiner’s case 
Oarrens, L.J., observed that when Parliament, acting for the 
public interest, authorizes the construction and maintenance of a 
railway, it confers | ype and imposes duties and ibilities 
of the largest and most important kind, and it confers and 
imposes them upon the company which Parliament has before 
it, and upon no other y of persons. And, further, that 
Parliament pe sp the maintenance of the railway under 
the m ment of the company. In Bilaker v. Coat 
Watereahe Ce (37 W. RB. 601, 41 Oh. D. 399) Y, Jy 
considerations — in the case of a waterworks 
company, and the Court of Appeal have now the 
judgment of Kzxewion, J., extending the principle to a 
tramways company. The question is really one of the interest 
of the public in the maintenance and working of tramways. In 































this respect tramways do not rival the im of railwa 
but, as was pointed out in the judgment of the court deli 
by Liyptey, L.J., the Tramwa: i + the 
are interested in tramwa: & manne’ are not 

U in y comm nercial posed specific 

ion he preser im 

upon the tramways company in respect of the number of 
cars run and in respect of cheap fares. Under these circum- 


stances it was held that the charge created by the debentures 
was on the und as & concern, and that the 


Siatasry right 0s here lb eas Mamie by sale 
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Weeding v. Weeding (1 J. & H. 424) it was applied where 
there had been a specific devise of the ai age § in question, 
the will preceding the contract conferring the option of 

. The testator, said Woon, V.O., must be taken 
to have known, when he had entered into the contract, 
that what would ultimately form the devised estate would 
depend on the option of the lessee, and the inference was 
that he meant his property to go according to the state to which 
it would be reduced by the exercise of that option. On the 
other hand, where the contract giving the option comes first, 
and there is subsequently a devise of the land specifically, the 
testator ing at the time of the existence of the Sontract, this 
has been held to indicate an intention on the part of the testator to 


iF 








j 


ive to the devisee all the interest in the property, whatever 
it might be, that he had. The rule to this effect, stated by 
Woon, V.C., in Weeding v. Weeding, is founded on the cases 
of Drant v. Vause (1 Y. & ©. O. C, 580) and Limuss v. Smith 
@ De G. & Sm. 722). In Re Pyle there was first a specific 
evise in the will, and subsequently the will was confirmed by a 
codicil. On the same day that the codicil was executed the 
testator granted a lease of the property, with option of purchase. 
The option having been exercised after the testator’s death, 
Sririine, J., held that the case fell within the exception from 
the rule in Lawes v. Bennett, and that the proceeds of sale went 
according to the devise. 


It did not appear whether the codicil or 
the lease was executed first, but the Seckizn Gant de the gnc 
that the testator, when he executed the codicil, must have had 
thé Tease in his mind. In other words, the will, as republished 
by the codicil, dealt with land which was already practically 


subject to the option of purchase, and the devisees took what- 
ever interest the testator had to dispose of. 








LORD SELBORNE. 


In the course of the somewhat laboured eulogies pronounced 
in the House of Lords on Tuesday on the late Lord Szzornz, 
there was one very happy descriptive remark by Lord Roszzgry. 
‘There was,” he said, ‘‘something in his austere simplicity of 
manner which I think must have recalled to every onlooker 
something of those great lawyers of the Middle Ages who were 
also great Churchmen, for to me, at any rate, Lord Szrzornz 
always embodied that great conception and that great combina- 
tion.” Nothing could more admirably express the rather eccle- 
iastical impassiveness of manner of the former Lord Chancellor. 
Those who remember him as an advocate will recall the tall, 
slender figure standing immovable, as it were in a pulpit, and 
uttering in pulpit tones, with no more action than a frequent 
turning of the head from side to side and an occasional gesture 
of the arm, intended to draw the attention of the ‘‘ dearly 
beloved brother” on the bench, a lengthy discourse, very 
clearly divided into ‘‘heads” and concluding with a “ prac- 
tical application.” It will be remembered also that seldom by 
any ce were the keen, ferret-like eyes of the speaker 
directed to the bench. While he was pouring forth his care- 
ee arguments he was investigating out of the corners 
of his eyes the effect of his discourse on the unrepentant 
sinners, his opponents within the bar and in the ‘ well” of the 
court. Long experience had apparently taught him to discover 
how far the arguments he pa had been considered b 

the other side, and whether they were likely to be its Bs | 
Any sign of surprise or consternation resulted in the particular 
observation which caused it being diligently pressed and de- 


As an advocate Sir Rounpett Patmer was distinguished by 
admirable care, clearness of statement, and mastery of facts. 
He ad an astonishing memory and power of arranging com- 
plicated details; and when once he had got the facts of a case 
so arranged, he never failed to produce them with the greatest 


accufacy and order, often without any reference to his brief. 
We should hardly say that he equalled Sir Horace Davey in 


| 


the exquisite skill in gliding over the weak points of his case 
and fixing the attention of the court on the matters which told 
in his favour, which was the forte of the last-named great 
advocate. He was probably inferior to Sir Huen Carns in 
' eonvincing clearness, force, and terseness of argument. But in 
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knowledge of case law, and facility of dealing with it, he has 
seldom been s / 

It is, however, with Lord Sz.zorye’s career as Lord Chan- 
cellor that we are mainly concerned. His characteristics as a 
judge seem to us to have been caution, ripe knowledge, careful 
avoidance of irrelevant dicta, and masterly dealing with 
decisions, for which, by the way, he shewed a most conservative 


regard. He was pre-eminently a “‘sound” judge. He always 
attempted, in the first place, to get to the root of the judgments 
ormerly deliv on the subject under ussion, ani 


the progress Of the formation of the branch of law with 
which he was dealing. Take, for instance, his judgment in 
Auleelor v. Morris (L. R. 8 Ch. App. 484)—a case which 
robably excited more public interest than any other which he 
ad to decide. He begins by considering Lord Harpwicxe’s 
decision in Chestenpeld v. Janson (2 Ves. sen. 125) as to one 
form of extortion, fhén passed to decisions on other forms of 
extortion, ultimately deducing the principle that ‘‘ the ordinary 
effect of the circumstances . . . is to deliver over the 
prodigal helpless into the hands of those interested in taking 
advantage of his weakness; and we so arrive in every 
such case at the substance of the conditions which throw 
the burden of justifying the righteousness of the bargain upon 
the party who claims the benefit of it.” He then compete t to 
apply the principle to the facts of the case before him, which 
he stated with sietectils clearness and terseness. He concluded 
from these facts that the bargains between the plaintiff and the 
defendant were primd facie oppressive and extortionate. What 
evidence, he asked he defendant gi i i 

























y and eiadorate y 
ence and arguments for the defendant, gave reasons 
or rejecting them, and concluded that the onus had not been 
discharged, and that the bargains must be set aside. The con- 
cluding words of the judgment, as to costs, are very character- 
istic. ‘‘The plaintiff has no merits of his own to plead. He 
comes into court to be relieved from the consequences of a 
course of very wilful and culpable folly and extravagance. I 
think him entitled to the relief which he asks, but I think it is 
not unjust that he should obtain it at his own cost.” 

Another ‘“‘full dress? judgment, which may be profitably 
consulted, in order to see Lord SzLBorne’s careful and masterly 
dealing with cases, is Woble v. — L. R. 8 Ch. App. 
778), his decision in which was & affirmed by the 
House of Lords. But it is perhaps the judgments delivered 
while sitting for Lord Romy in 1873, as a judge of first 
instance, which give the best idea of his ripe learning and 
all-round ability. His decisions in v. Macdonald (L. R. 


16 Eq. 258), 4 v. Jenkins (Ib. , and Freke v. Lord 


Cacbery (Ib. 461) were valuable and important additions to | 
ur judge-made law. 


Lord Sztsorne, however, will be chiefly remembered as the 
Chancellor who was responsible for the changes effected by the 
Judicature Act, 1873. We suppose that most lawyers will now 
admit that those changes, as subsequently developed (at all 
events, until a comparatively recent date), have not proved to 
the advantage of suitors; that costs have not diminished, while 
uncertainty and delay in trial and appeals have increased. How 
far these results are due to the original scheme, or to the 
incessant tinkerings to which it has been subjected, or to the 
defaults of judicial administration, may be a question ; but that 
a frightful cost has beet im on suitors in working out the 
new procedure is sufficiently apparent from a glance through 
that of bones, the Annual Practice. The truth is, 
that ELBO! Wi as not a statesman, 
or one would have thought he would have seen that the 
necessary effect of abolishing a series of courts, each controlled 
and regulated by a chief, and substituting a conglomerate court 
without providing for any effective pent would be confusion, 
divided counsels, and Jaisser faire. No doubt in the Queen’s 
Bench Division there was the misfortune of a Chief Justice by 
no means zealously attached to the new system, or willing to do 
much to help in its development. Probably the loss of com- 
mercial business in that division, which is a strangs commen- 
tary on the efficacy of the Judicature Acts, was really due to 


this cause. But, however this miay be, it is clear, and has © 
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has indeed been now admitted by the Legislature, that a blunder |be cut down to the time or for the But 
was made in constituting the judges sole tinkers of the|if a fee be given in terms with trusts w. by their 
1an- system. nature extend over an indefinite time, it is not so; if 
aS & In the exercise of his judicial patronage Lord Sztsorne|no particular time can be fixed at which the trusts % 
eful resented a notable confrast to his rival, Lord Carrns. {shall end, the estate cannot be cut down.” So in q 
vith His appointments were generally admirable. It needs only to | Poad v. Watson (6 E. & Bz it was held that words a 
tive be mentioned that Jzsszx, Bowzn, Harz, Onrrry, Norrn, and | of devise trustees and their heirs were to have their 
rays Parson were placed on the bench during his Chancellorships | natural effect to give a fee simple, unless something showed 
on to shew with what care and skill his selections were made. that it was to -s cut mn Ps an estate inating at some time e 
race ascertained at the time testator’s death. cases were 
with considered by Jzssxt, M.R., in Collier v. Walters (L. R. 17 Eq. : 
t in@ 252), and he arrived at the conclusion that the law as laid down . 
hich “¢ LIMITATIONS TO TRUSTEES. in as correct. Ie rule, therefor bat tt tate of the ute 
ae Ir would be natural to suppose that a limitation of heredita- ecessariLy germinated when the performance of the 
KES ments in a will to trustees and their heirs would vest in them | ial ‘a. 4 
one 4 the entire fee, leaving all other interests to take effect as equit- | AR A5Om pes : — oe 
sot y able estates, and the law relating to the estates taken by trustees betituted by implical ~ 4 
nary would have been greatly simplified had such been the case. — =ng inal Pre ty" ae 
ae But it has long been the settl — - in courts of nant that and ees — ye —~ : ’ : 
very { ee the_ existence Lost _cumiro ' & An interesting application of the rule has been made by 
row ~~ Srreiivne, J., in the recent case of Sa aera : 
pon } 4 2 ats | W. BR. 392). A testator devised all copyhol 
d to ae ten a sral rule,’? | estates at H. to trustees their heirs w trust to pay the 
hich said Ee dy in Doo vy. Necholls (1 B. & O. $86), that where | Tents and profits to A. for life, and after her death to stand 
’ i ° mn =) ? . . 
ided an estate is devised to trustees for particular purposes, the legal | 8¢i8ed or possessed of the estates in trust for such — or 
_the estate is vested in them as long as the execution of the trust | PeTsons as she should by will appoint, and in default of appoint- 
Vhat requires it, and no longer, and therefore as soon as the trusts | ment the testator gave the estates to A., her heirs and assigns. 
hip: § are satisfied it will vest in the person, beneficially entitled to it.” The testator died in 1861, and after his death the trustees were 
—— So in Watson v. Pearson (2 Exch. 581) Parxg, B., admitted it to duly admitted tenants to the devised copyholds. z= po gh 
sl be certainly true that where the purposes of the trust were such | 1893, having by her will directed her trustees 4 , 
aps as not to require a fee in the trustees, the estate given to the | Copyhold estates at H., and to assure the same to the seater ge 
been trustees, even when given with words of inheritance, was co- | 4 sale was made accordingly under conditions i sta t 
wl extensive only with the trust to be performed; though he | ll the trustees of the original testator were dead. th ©p po 
= observed that this rule of construction had probably created much took the objection that the fee had been vested a om, that, 
a more difficulty than it had obviated. “a om penn a a — weestetey 2 
ny The rule admits of easy application in cases where the trust | the loyal estate was vested in the al em ye BN 
$ is extends only to the life of a life-tenant or other definite period, testator only for the life of A., and that subsequently it vested 
as where there is a devise to trustees and their heirs on trust to tin bass” Esa as anncintes tadie hae WEL. TR > healt to be 
abl pay the rents and profits to A. for life, and after his decease | . cnt of pint scene whether the direction to sell and assure 
/ , there is a devise to B. In the case both of freeholds and copy- Pilg ta } os he will was an exercise of her power of 
verty holds the trustees take the legal estate during the life of A., | \- t or whether if took ae! Soe se ail the 
App. and upon his death it vests in B. It may be said either that the sete lintel to her in default of appointment, but Srmexine 
ss legal estate in the trustees shall be carried only so far as is J. ‘efonted the tenes. ae Henve 4 in the events that 
‘s necessary to effectuate the intention of the will (Doe v. — td a the device was to dhe @esines eal Ghule hale a 
heat 5 Taunt. 382), or that the estate of the trustees is limi an cet for A. for life, and after her death to stand er 
1 R. —s R a sp hy ing annen (Baker v. Wlute, 28 W. RB. | in, copyholds in trust for the purchaser. It was held that this 
Lord pane Eq., p.. 478). ; direction to stand possessed for the required the 
es BA The rigorous application of the rule required, however, that | state to be in the trustees after the of A. Oonsequently 
e legal estate in the trustees should come to an end, not only | the fee was vested in them, and the purchaser’s objection was 
when a definite period could be assigned to it by implication, | good. 
the but whenever the purposes of the trust were satisfied, although Apparently the result would have been the same had the 
y the the date when this would happen might be quite indeterminate. | gj nd for an ascertained +e 
, ] direction been to sta person 
now And the only way to effect this object was to regard the trustees | say (. immediately on the death of A, A similar direction to 
+. al as having a determinable fee. Thus in yr v. Monckton (3 | stand seised of freeholds would vest the estate in ©., for the 
at. Bing. 13) there was a devise to trustees and their heirs on trust analogy of the Statute of Uses supplies the want of a direct J 
Ho ° to raise £5,000, with limitations over, and it was held that the | devise. But the statute does not apply to copyholds, and in 
ted legal estate would continue in the trustees only until the £5,000 | order to cut down an absolute interest in copyholds given to 
the had been raised. But this application of the rule has not been | trustees it seems to be necessary that there should be a direct 
) the made in more recent cases, and the oo = been adopted devise to the benefici: ing after the tenant for life. On 
aa © ) that the estate of the trustees is only to be cut down where the | this ground A nmnmoneg fer 0 «te the case before him 
Dery terms 0 0 be Z 2 RStI0M. | from Doe v. Barthrop (supra). 
pug: In Doe vy. Davws (1 Wl. B. 480 0 trustees 
aa and ete heise Spon cotete. | yy including ee raising #3 a <== == 
’ sum of £80. It was he + the trustees took the immediate following 
| fhe legal fee not determinable on the payment of the £80, the gat. aie Sie iow Some Oe. :—Maidstone, Wi o er 
° words of devise being sufficient to give a fee, and no intention | May, civil business being taken the following . 
eourt appearing by the other provisions of the will to determine | Monday, 10th of June, civil business on Wiese, We, SE tee 
—, the estate at any particular period. The language used in some | follo commission days have also been fixed—vis., ; 
een’s .. | Circuit (Mr. Justice Lawrance)—-Newtown, Wednesday, 29th of May; 
. of the cases, Lord Denman, 0.J., observed, went too far when it Dolgelly, Friday, 31st of May; Carnarvon, Monday, 3rd of June; . 
ne ~ suggested that, if lands were devised in trust for particular | Beaumaris, Friday, 7th of June; Ruthin, Monten, of June; Mold 
to do js. purposes, the estate of the trustee ceased on the performance of | Thursday, 13th of June; Obester, Saturday, 15th of June; Swansea, 
— - the in whatever terms the devise might have been framed. | Friday, 2ist of June. South Wales Circuit (Mr. Justice Collins)— 
/ the teust, in w ie 8 erfordwest, Friday, 3lst of May ; Monday, 3rd of June 
a And Parrzson, J., laid down the rule as follows:—“If the | Haverterdw Thursday’ 6th of P am by oe oth of June; 
g ben devise be for es which are to last in Hime, | Presteign, Thureday, 13th of June; Chester, Saturday, of June; 
he use ew Girs” will not give a fee; the devise will ' Swansea, Friday, 2ist June. 
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LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS. 


MarrnzE InsuRANCE.—The Lord Chancellor has introduced a Bill 
for codifying the law relating to marine insurance. The Bill has 
been an | a first time. 

MaRKET GARDENERS’ CoMPENSATION.—The Market Gardeners’ Com- 
pensation Bill as amended (ante, p. 360) has been read a third time in 
the House of Commons. 

Costs UNDER THE Lanps CLavusEs AcTs.—The Lands Clauses 
(Taxation of Costs) Bill has been read a third time in the House of 
Commons. 

CoRRUPT AND ILLEGAL PRACTICES AT ELECTIONS.—The object of the 
Corrupt and Illegal Practices Prevention Act (1883) Amendment Bill, 
as stated in the prefatory memorandum, is to prevent the growing prac- 
tice of making, during an election contest, false statements affecting 
the personal character and conduct of a candidate. The only 
means at present, it is said, of attempting to secure any remedy, 
is by bringing an action for slander. But such action only 
lies where the slander suggests that a criminal act has been 
committed, and the Bill proposes to create a new remedy. It is 
admitted, however, that great care must be taken not to exceed the 
limits necessary for repression, The slanderous statements dealt 
with are those relating to the personal character and conduct of the 
candidate, and the making of such statements, if they are untrue in 
fact, will constitute an illegal practice. Thus clause 1 provides that 
“any person who, before or during an election, shall, for the pur- 
pose of affecting the return of any candidate at such election, make 
any false statement of fact in relation to the personal character or 
conduct of such candidate shall be guilty of an illegal practice 
within the Corrupt and Illegal Practices Prevention Act, 1883, and 
shall be subject” to the penalties of the Act—that is, to a fine not 
exceeding £100 to be recovered on summary conviction, and in- 
capacity for five years to be registered as ean elector in the 
constitutency in which the illegal practice has been com- 
mitted (section 10 of the Act of 1883). But by clause 2 no 
person is to ba deemed to be guilty of such illegal practice if he can 
shew that he had reasonable grounds for believing, and did believe, 
that the statement made by him wastrue. And a candidate is not 
to be affected by any illegal practice under the Bill committed by an 
agent, other than his election agent, unless he or his agent has autho- 
rized or consen/ed to the illegal practice, or has paid for the circula- 
tion of the false statement, or unless upon the hearing of an election 
petition it appears that the election of the candidate was procured or 
materially assisted in consequence of the making or circulating of the 
false statement. The Bill, which has been introduced by Mr. T. H. 
Boiron, has been read a second time and referred to the Grand 
Committee on Law. 








REVIEWS. 
PERSONAL PROPERTY. 


PRINCIPLES OF THE Law OF PERSONAL PROPERTY, INTENDED FOR 
THE USE OF STUDENTS IN CONVEYANCING. By the late JosHva 
WittiaMs, Q.C. The FourTzentH EpiTIon, by his son, T. 
Cyprian WILLIAMS, LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell 
(Limited). 

This edition of Williams on Personal Property contains a great deal 
of new matter, and by that we do not mean simply additional matter. 
The 8 ing text has been extensively altered. As the editor says in 
the preface, he has ventured to work with a free hand, and while 
following the main design of the original book, he has not scrupled 
to re-write, to add, or to excise, wherever he has judged it 
expedient to do so, with the result that the book now contains a very 
large proportion of his own work, The change thus effected is at 
once ap t upon turning to the introductory chapter, which is 
quite new. Mr. Cyprian Williams has here faced the problem of 
reconciling the modern conception of property with the actual recog- 
nition of property in the history of the English law. Property is 
o y accompanied by the right to possession, and if the owner 
is wrongfully out of possession he is entitled to recover possession 
against all the world. With respect to land this principle was from 
the earliest times established by real actions—by the writ of 
right and by the assizes and writs of entry. All these rested 
upon the principle that where possession was wrongfully with- 
held the land must be specifically restored. It should have been 
the same with chattels, but the law was for a long time con- 
tent to leave the dispossessed owner with a remedy in 
damages ly, and it is only gradually that he has acquired an 
unconditional right to enforce delivery of the goods. Mr. Williams 
traces the development of the law in this respect through the actione 
of , replevin, detinue, and trover, and he has accomplished 
the at once with learning and with clearness. The discussion is 





profitable for students, and readers who desire to study the subject 


more fully will find ample guidance in the notes, which are liberally 
supplied. The latter part of the chapter contains a careful explana- 
tion of the distinction between things in possession and things in 
action. The work of the editor is equally apparent in the chapters 
which treat of ownership, with or without possession, and of the 
acquisition and transfer of ownership, and he has availed himself of the 
most recent contributions to the learning of these subjects. In spite, 
however, of the changes which have been made, the whole book is 
shorter by fourteen es than the previous edition. Weare glad 
that this standard work has an editor of at once sufficient ability and 
courage to keep it abreast of legal knowledge and research, and so to 
entitle it to maintain the position it has for so many years enjoyed. 





LAW QUARTERLY REVIEW. 


THE Law QUARTERLY REVIEW. Edited by Sir FREDERICK PoL- 
Lock, Bart. April. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


The current number of the aw Quarterly Review contains a care- 
ful and learned discussion by Mr. Salmond of the doctrine of the 
law of nature. For practical purposes the doctrine is useless. ‘‘ The 
history of the doctrine of natural law,” Mr. Salmond says, quite 
correctly, ‘‘is for the most part but a chapter in the history of 
human error.” It arises from a confusion partly between law as it 
is and law as it ought to be, and partly between jurisprudence and 
ethics. The doctrine is of importance, however, to students of 
jurisprudence, and such will find Mr. Salmond’s article very valu- 
able. Professor Holland contributes an appreciative notice of the 
late W. E. Hall, from which it appears that the study of international 
law represented only one side of a life filled with very various pur- 
suits. Mr. Arthur Cohen, in ‘‘ Notes on Insurance Law,’’ criticizes 
certain statements with respect to express warranties and botto 
contained in the text-books on marine insurance, and Mr. T. K. 
Nuttall, in ‘“‘ Maintenance and Education,” continues a discussion 
which has been going on in recent numbers of the review. The 
question of freedom of contract in mortgages is well worth the care 
with which Mr. E. C. C. Firth has examined the tendency of the 
authorities. The rule that the right of redemption may not be 
clogged by any collateral stipulation in favour of the mortgagee has 
been decisively affirmed by the House of Lords in the Marquis of 
Northampton’s case, and it can only be altered by the Legis- 
lature; but, as . Firth points out, the repeal of the usury 
laws has enabled the mo ee to demand any advantage he chooses 
in the way of interest, and it is a plausible opinion that the time has 
come for relaxing the other fetters which the law has imposed upon 
him, and for allowing to mortgage agreements the freedom which is 
an incident of contracts generally. ‘‘ Land Holding in Colonial 
North Carolina” forms the subject of an article by Mr. J. Spencer 
Bassett, and the position of British litigants before the French 
courts is discussed by Mr. Malcolm MclIlwraith. Dr. Courtney 
Kenny contributes a further article on Bentham’s influence in Spain, 
this time in the form of an account of Toribio Nuiez, whose efforts 
to introduce Bentham’s doctrines into that country were assisted and 
applauded by Bentham himself. And in an article under the title of 
‘*One Man Companies”” Mr. Edward Manson defends the formation 
of private companies under the protection of the Companies Acts, 
subject only to certain suggested changes as to the issue of 
debentures. The borrowing Eyer of limited trading companies, 
whether public or private, should, he says, be limited to one-half, or 
at most two-thirds, of the conpany’s property, and measures should 
be taken to secure that all persons dealing with the company shall 
have the means of knowing the extent to which the property of 
the company is mortgaged or charged. Possibly these proposals do 
not go far enough, but the principle of private companies has proved 
so popular that there is no doubt of its continued acceptance, with 
such tatiana in details as may be found necessary. 





OFFICE ROUTINE. 


THe Soxicrrors’ CLERK: A HanDy BooK UPON THE ORDINARY 
PRACTICAL WorK OF A SOLICITOR’S OFFICE, WITH PRECISE IN- 
STRUCTIONS AS TO THE PROCEDURE IN CONVEYANCING MATTERS AND 
THE PRACTICE OF THE CouRTS. By CHARLES JONES, Managing 
Clerk to Messrs. Lewis & Russell, Solicitors, Cheltenham. THIRD 
AND REVISED EpiTion. Effingham Wilson. 


Mr. Jones’s work describes in detail the ordinary routine work in a 
solicitor’s office, and clerks who are just entering upon their duties 
will find it interesting and instructive. The information it contains 
is to a large extent elementary, but even on elementary points it is 
convenient to have printed guidance, and Mr. Jones does not content 
himself with abstract disquisition. He fixes the reader’s attention 
by giving to each transaction he describes, whether it be a matter of 
conveyancing, or an action in the High Court or the county court, 
the semblance of reality. This method makes the book easy to read 


and easy toremember. Useful tables and forms are given with respect 
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to costs and other matters. The popularity of the work is shewn by the 
fact that it has already reached a third edition, and this popularity 
it is likely to maintain. 








BOOKS RECEIVED. 

The French Civil Code, with the various Amendments thereto, as 
in force on March, 15, 1895. By Henry Cacnarp, B.A., and 
Counsellor-at-Law of the New York Bar. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


A Concise Alphabetical Digest of all the Cases Reported in the 
Law Journal Reports and Notes of Cases, the Law rts and 
Weekly Notes, the Law Times Reports and Law Times Se, 
the Weekly Reporter and Solicitors’ Journal, and the Times Law 
Reports during the period from Jan. 1 to March 30, 1895. With 
numerous Cross-references and a Complete Table of Cases. Stevens 
& Sons (Limited). 

A Digest of the Questions asked at the Final Pass Examination of 
Articled Clerks on all the Subjects from the Commencement of the 
Examinations to the Present Time, with Answers. Also a Time- 
table in an Action, and Directions for and Mode of Proceeding at the 
Examination. With the Rules of the Honours Examination. By 
RICHARD HAuuitAy, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. Sixteenth Edition. 
Horace Cox. 

The Law and Practice of Rating. By EDWARD JAMES CASTLE, 
Q.C. Third Edition. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

The Patents, Designs, and Trade-Marks Acts, 1883 to 1888. Con- 
solidated with an Index, by Lewis Epmunps, D.8c., LL.B., 
Barrister-at-Law. Second Edition. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 





CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE EFFECTS OF THE DECISION IN RE BURDEKIN. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—Referring to your report of Re Burdekin — p 452), and to 
your observations thereon under the head of “ mt Topics” in 
your last issue, I should like to point out two important corollaries 
to that decision. 

1. It being decided that purchases under the Public Health Act 
are purchases under the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, by reason 
of its incorporation, it follows that, in the absence of an agreement 
with respect to costs, the purchasers will have to pay the vendor’s 
costs of the conveyance and of deducing title, under section 82 of 
the latter Act. This view of the matter was fully considered by the 
Court of Appeal, although it did not actually arise in Re Burdekin, 
because there was an express agreement for payment by the pur- 
chasers of the vendor’s costs. 

I have been concerned for a local authority in a good many pur- 
chases under the Public Health Act, and I have never once 
asked to pay vendors’ costs in the absence of agreement. I think, 
therefore, that in this respect the decision will be somewhat of a sur- 
prise to the profession. 

2. My second point is that, not only will the vendor’s costs have 
to be made out in detail under Schedule 2 of the Solicitors’ Remunera- 
tion Order, but the costs of the clerk or solicitor to the purchasing 
authority will also have to be made out on the same principle. In 
Re Burdekin it was expressly held by the court that the words of 
rule 11 to Schedule I. of the Order, ‘‘in cases of sales under the 
Lands Clauses Consolidation Act’? included the whole transaction, 
and were not to be limited to the transaction as regarded from the 
vendor’s point of view. This expression of opinion arose on an - 
ment of counsel that, although the purchase was made under 
the authority of the Lands Clauses Act, yet the sale was not made 
under that Act, because the vendor was sui juris, and sold to the 
authority just as he would sell to any private purchaser, an argu- 
ment which the court unhesitatingly overruled. 

Here, again, the decision will alter what in my experience has been 
the practice; namely, for the costs of the purchasers’ solicitor to be 
taxed according to the scale (Schedule I.). 

I will add that I was in no way concerned in Re Burdekin, but 
being engaged in the next case I happened to hear the ai ents 
and judgment. W. ii. Ww. 

May 7. 


THE LAND TRANSFER BILL, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 

Sir,—I cannot but think that our limitation of the fight against 
this Bill to our professional brethren is a mistake. In this town, 
one of the great industrial centres of England, we are laying the 
facts before the banks, land and building societies, and commercial 


against the Bil. Surely this can be done in other towns, and a most 


tive protest thus made. 
May 7. An Ex-PRESIDENT oF A Country Law Society. 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE OF THE SOUTH 
UNION (Respondents)—No. 1, Ist May. 
Poor Rars—RatTeaB_e Vatve—Pvstiic-novse—Evivence or TENANT’s 
FITS. 


Case stated by the quarter sessions for the county of Durham upon an 
appeal against a poor rate or assessment for the of Westoe. The 
appellant was rated as the occupier of a public-house in the as 
tenant from year to year at an annual rent of £315 10s., he was 
assessed at £500 gross estimated rental and £416 10s. rateable value. The 
ground of the appeal was that he was overrated. At the hearing of the 
appeal the respondents’ counsel proposed, by cross-examination of the 
appellant’s witnesses and by examination in chief of the respondents’ 
witnesses, to give evidence of the amount of the of 
the appellant in the public-house. The re the 
evidence and allowed the appeal, reducing assessment to 
estimated rental and £290 rateable value, subject to a case for the 
of the court as to whether the evidence had been rightly rejected. The 
Divisional Court (Wills and Wright, JJ.) held that the evidence had been 
rightly rejected, and dismissed the appeal. The assessment committee 
a 


ed. 
Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and A. L. Surrn and Ricsr, L.JJ.) 


dismissed the a % 
Lord Esuzr, M.R., said that the rateable value 
ld give for the premise hal n 


a tenant in fixing the rent 
the premise s ¢ general rule, immaterjal. 
What would ordinary tenants pive 10 rr 


ituation ? he rent which such premise 
B td nA he gene 


lo ‘ 


DODDS (Appellant) ; 
SHIELDS 





























110 nis was an 
could be gone into. The case was Mersey 
Board v. Overseers of Liverpool (22 W. R. 184, L. R. 9 Q. B. 84), where 
Blackburn, J., said that the actual profits earned were not material, and 
he gave as instances the case of a shop in 
Temple. But he said that there were cases, such as the Liver- 
pool Docks, for there were no other docks with which 
compared so as to find out what a tenant would give for them. Therefore, 
to find out that it must be ascertained what a tenant could afford to give. 
That exceptional mode of ascertaining the rateable res * = = 


applied to the case of a in . v. Verrall ( mn § 
rat B. D. ®), and to reffement-rooms at 8 way station in Clark 
v. Fisherton-Angar (29 W. RK. ; © Q. B. D. 139). There was 
nothing, however, exceptional about a public-house in a town where 
there were other public-houses. Evidence could be given of the rent 
which similar public-houses in a similar 
market. herefore the ordin rule applied 
was a tied House or not, and the evidence of the proiits Garneu wa 
Sger. merrier ceitE NL 

. L. Surrx and Riosy, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsgr, Balfour Browne, 
Q.C., and R. Cunningham Glen; J. Lawson, Walton, Q.O., and Strachan. 
Sorrcrrors, Roweliffes, Rawle, § Co., for Newlands ¢ Newlands, Newcastle- 
upon-Tyne ; Godden, Son, ¢ Holme, tor Mabane ¢ Graham, South Shields. 
(Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re THE MERSEY RAILWAY CO.—No. 2, 2nd May. 


Rartway Company—Borrowmnc Powers—Dzpenturs Stock—Morteacs— 
Priorrry—Companres Cxavses Act, 1863 (26 & 27 Vicr. c. 118), Parr 
III., ss. 23, 24—Raruway Compantes Act, 1867 (30 & 31 Vier. c, 127), 
s. 4 









This by the Debenture Corporation ( ) from a 
decision of sees. Under a special Act passed in 1 oe 


Railway Co. was empowered to borrow money to the 
workpeae on: Sabonbenn, sul be GE and issue debenture stock. Under 


ther special Act passed in the company 
money on et ee ot 8100 000, By another special Act 
tent of 590, 3 “By. costion 6 of that Act “‘all 


bre cae py enn 





institutions, with the result that they are all passing resolutions 


any debenture stock at any time created and by the company” ; 
ond by coction &T, * en ough Pe fey teeny og 
subject to the provisions of 3 of the Clauses Legh 
but, notwithstanding therein the interest of 

debenture stock and of at any time after the passing of this 
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Act created and issued under this or any subsequent Act shall, subject to 
the provisions of any subsequent Act, rank part passu (without =r to 
the of the securities or of the Acts of Parliament or resolutions by 
which the stock and mortgages were authorized), and shall have priority 
over all principal moneys secured by such mortgages.’’ The special Acts 
of 1866 and 1882 incorpurated Part 3 of the Companies Clauses Act, 1863, 
which relates to debenture stock, Section 23 of that Act (which isin Part 
3) provides that ‘‘ debenture stock, with the interest thereon, shall be a 
charge upon the undertaking of the company prior to all shares or stock 
of the company.”’ And by section 24 (also in Part 3), ‘‘the interest on 
debenture stock shall have priority of payment over all dividends or interest 
on any shares or stock of the company . . . and shall rank next to 
the interest payable on the mortgages or bonds for the time being of the 
company legally granted before the creation of such stock, but the holders 
of p anna stock shall not as among themselves be entitled to any 
—— or priority.”” Subsequent ial Acts conferred further 

rrowing powers on the company, with the creation of additional 
debenture stock. The company, not being in a tion to exercise its 
borro powers until 1883, by resolution dated the 19th of April, 1883, 
authorized the directors to create and issue stock ‘‘ for the whole or any 
portion of the money which the directors are authorized by their several 
special Acts to raise on mo or bond.’’ Accordingly £116,600 was 
borrowed, and eg 5 per cent. debenture stock was issued to that 
amount. In I the pre om borrowed a further sum of £100,000, 
under its special Ast of 1871, and issued 4} cent. debenture 
stock to the amount. Under its Act of 1882 and subsequent special 
_— the company again borrowed further — amounting to £360,000. 
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q 
R Ce e priorities © Svarious debenture stocks. The 
chief clerk certified that the priorities were as follows :— (1) £116,600; (2) 
£100,000; (3) £360,000. The posben tare Saxporation, the present appel- 
lants, holders of £220,000 of the ,000, appli vary the certificate, 
contending that all the holders of debenture stock, whenéver issued, must 
rank pari passu. Stirling, J., affirmed the chief clerk, and held that 
section 24 of the Companies Olauses Act, 1863, applied only to priority as 
between the holders of a particular issue of debenture stock and not as 
between different issues, and followed the principle laid down in Harrison 
v. Cornwall Minerals Railway Co. (29 W. R. 258, 16 Ch. D. 66, 18 Ch. D. 
334, 30 W. R. Dig. 37). His lordship further held that though the com- 
pany had no power under their Act of 1871 to create debenture stock, yet 
car had power to do so under section 24 of the Railway Companies Act, 

67. 

Tue Court (Linviey, Lopgs, and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Linviey, L.J., stated the facts shortly, and the nature of the company’s 
special Acts of Parliament. He said that the Companies Clauses Act, 
1863, was to amend the Companies Clauses Act, 1845. Section 23 
of the Act of 1863, which was in Part 3 of the Act, and related to 
debenture stock, must mean that those provisions were to be applied to 
the special Acts which authorized the company to borrow under its special 
Acts. Therefore the first objection tailed. Even if there were any 
difficulty, it would be entirely removed by section 46 of the Act of 1882. 
The second point was, that under the special Act of 1871, which autho- 
rized the company to borrow money, there was no authority to raise it by 
the issue of debenture stock. The short answer was that the Railway 
Companies Act, 1867, did authorize it. The third point was that £50,000, 
part of the £116,600, was over issued; Stirling, J., came to the conclusion 
that this was not an over issue, and his lordship agreed with him. His 
lordship came to the conclusion that the appeal must be dismissed. 

Lopzs and Kay, L.JJ., gave judgment to the same effect. Appeal dis- 
missed with costs.—CounseL, Buckley, Q.C., and Theobald; Phipson Beale, 
Q.C., and Edward Ford; Haldane, Q.0., and Macnaghten; Butcher and 
Austen Cartmell. Soxtcrrors, Linklater § Co.; Le Brasseur § Oakley ; 
McDiarmid § Teather ; Deacon, Gibson, §¢ Medcalf. 


[Reported by W. Suaticross Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re HODGKINSON, HODGKINSON v. HODGKINSON—No. 2, 7th May. 


Tavster—Costs—Retainer—Oricinatinc SummMoNs—ORDER MAKING *‘ NO 


Orper as to Ovsts’’—Errecr or on Tavuster’s Rigut to Reramnr— 
R. 8. C., LXV., 1. . 


Appeal from Kekewich, J. On the 7th of August, 1893, Kekewich, J., 
made an order on an originating summons taken out by the tenant for 
under a will, the def: t bein é sole trustee and executor of the 
wf: The order conta ad @ statem Artnat the juage did not think Tit to 
e@ any order as to costs. The defendant subsequently claimed to 
retain the amount of his costs out of the trust funds subject to the will, 
and on the 21st of December, 1894, another originating summons was 
taken out asking for a decision on the question whether or not he was 
entitled todo so. On the 9th of February, 1895, Kekewich, J., decided 
that, in the face of the order of the 7th of August, 1893, the trustee was 
not entitled to retain the amount of his costs. havin 
chtained leave, if necessary, appealed. He contended the order of 
the ith of August, 1893, was not inconsistent with his claim to retain these 
costs out of the trust fund, and that the common form of “‘ no order as to 
costs” was not a sufficient active exercise of discretion on the part of the 
judge to deprive him of costs to which he was entitled under ord. 65, r. 1, 
unless specially deprived of them. For the dents, the beneficiaries 
under the will, it was contended that the jud jurisdiction to deprive 
the trustee of his costs, and had effectively done so by the order in 
wey, and the following cases were referred to: Re Medland (37 W. R. 
53, 41 Ch. D. 476), Re Love (33 W. R. 449,29 Ch. D. 348), and Re Reddoe 
(41 W. B. 177; 1893, 1 Ch. 547). 





Tus Court (Linpiey, Lorzs, and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 


Linpiey, L.J., said that the appellant contended that the words in 
question, “‘ the judge did not think fit to make any order as to coste,’’ had 
no meaning at all, that the order would have the same effect, whether 
those words were in it ornot. His lordship could not take that view. 


The his 
t y 
§ Own. Was said he was not inconsistent with the 
trustee’s right to retain, but, in his opinion, quite from the learned 
judge’s own view, upon the true construction of the order it negatived 
the trustee’s right to retain. The appeal muet be dismissed, with costs. 
Lorgs and Kay, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsgi, J. M. Stone; J. W. 
Manning. Souscrrors, G. F, Hudson, Matthews, § Co., for John Bamford, 
Son, § Matthews, Ashbourne; C. Z. Beal. 


[Reported by Annoip Grover, Barrister-at-Law. } 









High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re SALT, BROTH WOOD v. KEELING—Chitty, J., 3rd May. 


ApMInisTRATION—MarsHatiine Assers—Psgcuniary Lacacy—Reat Estate 
CHARGED wiTH Dezsrs. 

Summons. By his will, dated in 1891, Samuel Salt, brewer, after 
ting pay f his funeral expenses and debts, gave to his son 
Samuel £1, fition to his share of the said testator’s estate, and 
gave, devised, and bequeathed all his real and the residue of his personal 
estate upon trusts for realization and conversion and investment of net 
proceeds, and to pay the income to his wife during her life, and after her 
death to convert Ris whole estate into money and divide the same equally 
between his children, including his said son Samuel. The testator died on 
the 15th of December, 1891, and his will was shortly afterwards proved by 
the executors named therein. The testator’s widow died on the 10th of 
December, 1893. The realization of the testator’s estate did not take 
place until after the widow’s death, when it was found that the personal 
estate was not sufficient for the payment of the testator’s debts, which 
included considerable trade liabilities. The real estate of the testator 
realized nearly £8,000 net. The testator’s son Samuel died on the 23rd of 
¢ V a8 made a dei Snagant in DOVe= 
































p shalled s0 as 
fune' enses on the testat 6. Re Stokes, 

er (67 L. T. 223, 41 W. R. Dig. 3) as authority 
for marshalling; Re Bate, Bate v. Bate (43 Ch. D. 600, 38 W. R. Dig. 6) 
was cited contra. 

Cuirty, J.—In my opinion the legatee is entitled to have the assets 
marshalled. he creditors have two ds to which they can resort ; 
legatee has one fund only. The creditors ought not to be allowed 
d seppoint the legates by their election. I follow the decision of Stirling, 

ins @ Stokes, whose reasoning appears to me to be entirely in accord 
with the principles of the court.—CounsgL, Seddon ; Levett, Q.C., and 
0. L. Clare; Byrne, Q.C., and Dunham ; Wadsworth. Soxscrtors, Charles 
Robinson § Co., for A. G. Hooper, Dudley. 


(Reported by J. F. Wary, Barrister-at-Law.} 


Re DELANY, DELANY v. DELANY—Chitty, J., 6th May. 
Wuti—Construcrion—SvurvivE—LiIveE AFTER. 


Devise, after the death of A., to all the children of A., with benefit of 
survivorship in case of the decease of a child under twenty-one. One of 
the children died under twenty-one, and after his death another child 
was born who attained twenty-one. The question arose whether the last- 
mentioned child could share in the gift over. Counsel for the afterborn 
child contended that ‘‘ survive’’ meant ‘‘ live after’ (Re Clark, 12 W. R. 
898, 138 W. R. 115, 3 De G. J. & S. 111). 

Curry, J., said the construction turned on the rpening of the word 

at_birt be 





























‘‘survivorship.”” The children took vested interests liable to be } 

divested at death under twenty-one in favour of the survivors. Now, the 
mon meaning of ‘* survivor”” implied two lives g together. It 

would be a very forced use of the expression to say that Queen Victoria 


survived William the Conqueror. In one case—viz., Re Clark—it was held 
that ‘‘survive’’ meant “‘live after.’’ With great res his lordship would 
say that that decision was right on the particular will. In the case before 
him there was no sufficient context to say that an unusual meaning ought 
to be adopted.—Counsgt, Byrne, Q.C., and J. A. Hay ; Farwell, Q.C., and 
Melville Dale. So.icrrorns, Patersons, Sons, ¢ Candler. 

{Reported by G. Rowiaxp Auston, Barrister-at-Law. | 


KUHNE v. HUDSON—North, J., 7th May. 


Wus—Devise or Lanp To Persons ENTITLED UNDER STATUTE oF 
DistrisuTions. 


A testator who was entitled to a sixth share of real and mal estate 
settled this share, but the word “‘heirs’”’ not being in the deed, 
North, J., held that only an estate for the life of the trustee was conveyed 
in the realty. In 1882 the testator made a will containing the pe g 
words :—‘‘I give, devise, and bequeath all my property, real and a 
to my wife Emilia and her heirs upon trust for the — or persons who, 
under the Statute of Distribution of the Effects of , would have 
been entitled thereto if I had died intestate, such to take, if more 


——e 


than one, in equal shares.” The testator left two daughters, and a son 
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born after the date of the will. It was that the land as well as the 
malty went to the next of kin. For the heir-at-law it was contended 
hat there was a resulting trust ria 13 Ea a v. White (1 J. 
& M. 583) and Longley v. Long » RB. 6 were 5 
theme said wh the a Ds seemed to thak that the Statute of 
Distributions had as much to do with real as with personal estate. He did 
not think he had any special affection for the statute in erence to the 
common law, but meant the law to divide his estate for . He directed 


his estate to go in the way the law would divide it. The whole real estate | yseq 


was vested in the widow on trust for the heir.—Counsun, Hadley ; E. Ford ; 
Challis. Souicrrors, Gadsden §¢ Treherne. 


[Reported by G. B. Hammrox, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re THE MERSEY RAILWAY CO.—Stirling, J., 4th May. 


Pracrice—Rartway Compantes Act, 1867 (30 & 31 Vicr. c. 127), s. 4— 
App.icaTion or Company’s Monzys—Promorion or Brit iv PARLIAMENT. 


Thig was an application by summons that the receivers and managers of 
the Mersey Rallway Oo., who Wére appointed under the Rallway Oom- 
patties Ac 50/, might be a Der O spend a ce! in sum of money in 
promouine wne Mersey hau y Bi BY n Parliament. By such Bill it 

fe Proposed to substitute electricity for steam as the motive power. The 
summons was argued in chambers and was sup) by the first 
debenture-holders, but opposed by the second debenture-holders. 


Srieiine, J.,delivered judgment in court, and held that the proposed appli- 
cation of the money did not fall within the scope of the section of the 
Railway Companies Act, 1867, that it was in reality an ay ion to vary 
the mode in which the affairs of the company were to be carried on, nor 
was it in the nature of salvage. Ifall the parties had consented he would 
probably have sanctioned the proposed application of the money, but 
apart from consent he had no jurisdiction to sanction it.—Covunsz, 
Butcher ; E. Ford; Theobald. Souictrors, Gibson ¢ Metcalf; Le Brasseur 
§ Oakley ; Linklater § Co. 


[Reported by W. Scorr Taompsoy, Barrister-at-Law.] 


RICHARDS v. DUNN—Kekewich, J., 8th May. 


Costs—Sprsciric Pgrrormancs—AGREEMENT FOR TENANCY WITH RIGHT OF 
Pre-EMPTION—Possgssion—Lonpon AGENT AND Country So.uicrror— 
Orrger To Serrue. 


This was an action for specific performance of an agreement to purchase 
a house. There was no defence to specific performance, but two points 
were argued and decided with reference to costs. The purchaser, on the 
3lst of May, 1894, entered into a tenancy agreement from the 24th of 
June next, and reserved a right of ae ag A few days after a third 
person offered to purchase, and the tenant exercised his right of pre- 
emption, and on the 9th of June contracted to purchase, to be 
given on the 18th of June. Possession was, in fact, given about the 14th. 

Kexewicu, J., held that the tenancy agreement created an estate which 
must be duly determined by notice, and that the purchaser must be 
treated as being in possession as tenant and not as purchaser. 

In the course of the proceedings the London agents of the purchaser 
offered, by a letter to the London agents of the vendor, to accept certain 
terms in settlement of the action, which the judge considered ought to have 
been accepted. The London agents of the vendor merely acknowledged 
receipt of the letter, and forwarded it to the vendor’s proper solicitor at 
Cc . It reached him at the same time asa letter two days later in 
date from the purchaser’s solicitor which qualified the offer. 

Kzxewicn, J., held that the London agentes’ offer ought to have been 
soosptnd, and thut the vendor must pay costs on that footing.—Counszt, 
J. Ashton Cross; E. Ford. Souscrrons, Tamplin, Tayler, § Joseph, for W. 
Bradley, Oardiff ; Wrentmore § Son, for Herbert J. Fisher, Cardiff. 


[Reported by F. T. Duxa, Barrister-at-Law. | 


BISHOP v. SMYRNA AND CASSABA RAILWAY C0.—Kekewich, J., 
7th May. 


Company—Winpinc vur—Unopivipep Prorrrs—Generat Assers—Pre- 
FERENCE SHAREHOLDERS. 


This was & motion (by consent treated as the trial : the 
i Pil auU @ h p ; 
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0 the ordinary sharchold 


8 creait 0 pany 

e the 30th of June, 1894, or out of any assets of the company repre- 
senting profits, until there had first been paid thereout the dividends and 

th Mquidstion. Th es te gyn my otal Ee in i 
of the i = e company, W was 1864 
for its object the construction and working of a line of railway in’ 
Minor from Sm to Caseaba with a branch to a village named Bour- 
nabat, for which a concession and firman had been granted by the Sultan 
of Turkey. The nominal capital of the company was £800,000, divided 
into 14,000 preference shares and 26,000 ordinary shares of £20 each. 
The preference shares carried a dividend of seven per cent. annum. On 
the 16th of July, 1894, the company went into voluntary liquidation. It 
was not disputed that there were arrears due to the erence share- 
holders, nor that the larger portion of the sum of 295 68. 1d. was 
yevenue derived from the actual working of the railway which had not 



















































interest paid out of the revenue | just as if the were @ 
be applied (1) in paytont of debt, (2) in Bo} 
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Kaxswsce, J. seid thes the weet ee ee as Coes eer 

the , was capable of than one , and was 

often, and properly, used in more than one sense; and lordship 
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ree Siaren: ars was strictly 1m accorc z 
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tract, and in no way adferse to any of the other cases had been gle 
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ere en! itled to De paid the vam vecezt ‘ 
¢ Compan ts as represelited profits up to th 
Nqutdation. all parties to have thelr costs paid out of the asset 
‘ », Q.C., and P. 8. Stokes; Warrington, Q.C., anc 
Souicrrons, Parker, Garrett, ¢ Parker ; Bircham ¢ Co. 
(Reported by C. C. Hunsuxy, Barrister-at-Law.) 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. a 

THE MAYOR, &c., OF WOLVERHAMPTON fo ag o. THE COUNTY a 
COUNCIL OF SALOP (Respondents )—2nd 5 

Hicuway—Exrraorpinarny Trarric—Mops or Oonpvoring Trarric— 


+. axp Locomotives (Amunpment) Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vicr. 
c. 77), 8. 23. 




















This was a case stated by the justices of the peace for the of 
Salop. On the 5th of October, 1894, at the petty sessions at 
Shifnal, in the county of Salop, a complaint was preferred by the Count; 


Council of Salop, the ! 
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of March, 1894, in ing a certain portion of the main road, 
Hatton-road, from Shifnal to Wolverhampton, being a 
and repairable by the dents, and that the said extra- 
was conducted by or by order of the appellants. It was 
hearing of the information (1) that the road was a main 
eye icultural district ; (2) that the appellants were 
the Cosford Waterworks, situated about nine miles from the 
of Wolverhampton ; (3) that the appellants used a large my 
for their engines at their pumping station, and such coal had, for 
ears, been carted along the aforesaid main road to the 
ion; (4) that the coal so conveyed for the use of the 
its was in 1893 and 1894 carted along the said main road in carts 
to them, the same being driven on all week-days, either five 
four carts at a time, each cart being drawn by one horse, 
in a » with only three or two drivers in charge, the 
number of journeys per day being five each way. Thus the 
oo of labour were economized, and the carts kept the same track, 
the wear of the road was not distributed; (5) that the quantity of 
coal during the year ending the 31st of March, 1894, was 7,855 tons 
or its ; (6) that by reason of the traffic of the appellants and the 
frequent daily journeys by a numher of carts driven in the same track 
the road became much broken up and damaged and heavy extraordinary 
expenses were incurred by the respondents in necessary repairs; (9) that 
the traffic of the = nts was not in connection with a recognized 
industry of the neighbourhood, but was lame | incidental to the appel- 
lants’ undertaking. Upon the foregoing facts the justices found that the 
traffic of the a ts was extraordinary traffic within the meaning of 
the Highways and Locomotives (Amendment) Act, and they adjudged the 
appellants to pay to the dents the sum of £163 and costs. The 
ts, fone | dissatisfied with this determination, applied for and 

a stated case. The question for the opinion of the court was 
whether, under the circumstances, the justices were right in deciding that 
the appellants’ traffic was extraordinary, and had power to make the said 
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Cuantes, J., in giving judgment, said that he had come to the conclu- 
sion that the magistrates’ decision was right, and that the traffic described 
in tated case was extraordinary trailic for which the appellants could 
be held liable under section 23 of the Highways and Locomotives (Amend- 


ment) Act, 1878. Fil v. Thomas (1893, 2 Q. B.. 333) was the leading 
case on the question as to What was the meaning of the words “ extra- 
ordinary traffic.’’ e traffic to be 












From that case it was clear tha 
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sondt : . The m ployed in the presen 
e 8’ Carts were sent in detachments of five carts, such 
carts om ediately one behind the other, and each passing over 
the same . This occurred ae times every day, and by this 
—— mode of traffic the road, it was all , became damaged. 
justices had found this traffic was extraordinary traffic, and that it 
was carried on in such a way as to cause considerable damage. The 
court was of opinion that under the circumstances the justices were 
warranted in so, finding. 

Wricut, J., concurred. Appeal dismiseed.—Counse, Bosanguet, Q.C. ; 
Jelf, Q.C., and A. Graham. Licitors, Sharpe, Parker, § Co., for H. 
Brevett, Town Clerk, Wolverhampton ; Chester § Co., for Peele, Clerk of the 
Council, Shrewsbury. 


| Reported by T. Maruew, Barrister-at-Law. | 







THE COUNTY COUNCIL OF KENT (Appellants) ». HUMPHREY (Re- 
spondent)—2nd May. 


Weaicuts anp Mzasurges—Vauiprry or Byz-naw or County Councr as 
TO THE Provipinc AND Carryinc or Correct Weicuinc MAcHINES BY 
Coat Mencuants—52 & 53 Vicr. o. 21, s. 28. 


This was a case stated by two of the justices of the peace for the county 
of Kent. At a petty sessions held at Dartford on the 5th of January, 
1895, George Humphrey, the respondent, was charged by George Tucker, 
an of welghts and measures to the Kent County Council (the 

ts) for that he on the 1st of December, 1894, being a coal dealer, 
unlawfully fail to provide for one A. Watts, a person employed by 
him to convey coal for delivery to a purchaser, J. Rowe, for carriage 
therewith, a correct and stamped weighing machine of the form approved 
by the ts, contrary to the bye-law duly made by them and 
F queen the Board of Trade. The a ts, under and by virtue of 
visions of section 28 of 52 & 53 Vict. c. 21, made the following 

_ iw: ‘* Every coal dealer shall provide, and every person employed by 
who shall convey or for sale or very to a purchaser 
from or out of any vehicle s carry therewith, @ correct and stamped 
machine of the form approved by the county council, and such 
re-weigh the coal upon being requested to do so by the pur- 
or any one on his behalf, or by an inspector of weights and 
. Any failing to observe this bye-law is liable to a penalty 
£5." U e hearing of the information it was proved that the re- 
was a coal dealer carrying on business at Erith, and had in his 
on the Ist of December, 1894, one Albert Watts, who was on that 
dent in a half a ton of coal 


coal to Rowe, and asked him to the 
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the wharf.’”” It was contended, on the part of the respondent, that he 
had committed no offence against the bye-law, because the bye-law was 
ulird vires and invalid on the grounds (1) that the power to make bye-laws 
is confined to matters set out under h A, B, C, and D, of section 
28 ; (2) that section 28 (4) did not authorize making of so much of the 
bye-law as required that the respondent should provide a weighing 
instrument, and that the person employed by the respondent should re- 
weigh the coal upon being requested to do so by the purchaser or anyone 
on his behalf, or by an inspector; (3) that as section 26 empowers the 
local authority to erect maintain weighing machines at convenient 
places, and provide portable weighing machines, the duty of providing 
weighing machines was cast upon the ap ts ; (4) that as section 27 
provides that where coal has been re-weighed at the instance of the pur- 
chaser and been found to be correct weight, the purchaser shall be liable 
for all reasonable costs of so re-weighing, the bye-law was bad in so far as 
it required the coal to be re-weighed on request, and was made without 
authority, and was contrary to the provisions of section 27 (4), and beyond 
the scope of section 28 (5); and (5) that if the bye-law was bad in part, it 
was in its entirety and was indivisible. On the part of the appellants 
it was contended that an offence had been committed by the respondent 
the bye-law, and that the bye-law was valid and in any event was 
visible. The justices were of — that the bye-law was wulird vires, 
invalid, and indivisible, and accordingly dismissed the information. The 
county council appealed. The question for the opinion of the court was 
whether the justices upon the facts came to a correct determination and 
decision in point of law. 

Cuarzs, J., in delivering judgment, held that the justices were wrong. 
There was power to make the bye-law requiring every coal dealer to 

rovide and carry with the vehicle a correct weighing machine, and the 

ye-law was within their competency, having regard to the language of 
the Act. The contention that the whole bye-law was invalid because the 
requirement as to re-weighing ht be bad had no foundation. With 
regard to this latter part of the bye-law, the learned judge thought it 
unnecessary to pronounce any decision. 

Warten, J., in ing, thought it possible that the proviso requiring 
that weights should be carried = imply an authority to make a bye- 
law as to their use. Case remi to the justices to convict,—OovunszL, 
Hohler. [No one a ‘or the respondent. oLiciToRs, Palmer § 
Bull, for Brennan § Turner, Maidstone. 

[Reported by T. Marurw, Barrister-at-Law. } 


REIS v. PERRY—26th April. 


Liset—Pvs.ication or INrORMATION OPEN BY STATUTE TO THE PuBLIC— 
Trape Prorsecrion Socrery—InroRMATION SUPPLIED BY GOVERNMENT 
Orricia, InaccuraTtE—PrivitecE—Dereps ory ARRANGEMENT Act, 1887 
(50 & 51 Vicr. c. 57), ss. 4, 6, 7, 11, 12. 


sion of the Recorder sitting at the Mayor’s Court 
‘ a ee ober, 394, one Reis filed a deed 0 nspe Pp . 
aftairs, which included a statement of the whole of his property for the 
benefit of his creditors. As required by section 4 of the Deeds of Arrange- 
ment Act, 1887, he duly registered the deed together with an affidavit as 
directed in section 7, which set out the total estimated amount of the 
assets and liabilities included under the deed. Section 7 further directs 
that the registrar shall keep a register, in which shall be entered by him 
an extract of the contents of every deed of arrangement registered under 
the Act, and specifies that the extract shall contain (inter alia) ‘‘ the 
amount of prope and liabilities included under the deed as estimated 
by the debtor.” By section 11 any person is entitled to have an office 
copy or extract from any deed istered under the Act. Section 12 
enacts that any nm shall be entitled, at all reasonable times, to search 
the , and on payment of a fee to make extracts from any regis- 
tered deed of arrangement. In the affidavit which the debtor has to make 
as part of his statutory declaration he is required by the Act to state the 
amount of the property included under the deed of arrangement. In the 
present case Reis, the plaintiff in the action, in his affidavit, instead of 





irom a dae 






sta’ in the space set aside for the purpose in the form sub- 
joined to the davit the amount of property included in the 
deed, struck out paragraph of the form, and wrote instead 


the words ‘“‘no property is included under the deed.” In the 
register required to be made under section 7 of the Act, under the 
h ‘* Assets’’ there appeared not these words, but merely a dash. 
The defendants in the action are a trade —— society ng on 
business under the style of W. R. Perry ( ted), and are the publishers 
of a trade journal known as Perry’s Gazette, in which they publish infor- 
mation they derive from various official sources throughout the kingdom 
as to deeds of i rship regi under the Deeds of Arrangement 
Act, 1887, and other matters relative to the affairs of traders. With a 
view solely of o| information for their journal, W. R. Perry 
(Limited) applied under section 12 of the Act for an extract copy from 
the register of the plaintiff's deed of inspectorship, and were duly supplied 
by the Government official in charge with the usual office copy in which 
under the heading of “‘ Assets’’ was written the word “‘nil.”” As a 
matter of fact that was not so, as Reis had sufficient property, if it were 
realized, to pay all his creditors in full. The defendants published in 
their tte the extract or office copy, as it was received by them from the 
source, without taking any steps to inquire into the accuracy of it. 

The plaintiff considered that the untrue t that his assets were 
- ’ sppearing in » trade journal was such as would grestly damage his 

tation and business, and brought an action for libe 

endants. The learned recorder at the trial decided that the defendants 
were liable for the inaccuracy of the statement that the debtor had no 
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or Pracriczs on Procepure’’—Surreme Covrr or Jupicature (PrRo- 
cgepurz) Act, 1894, s. 1, sun-sxcrion 4. 


This was an a from the refusal of the judge in chambers to grant 
an interlocutory injunction. The plaintiff by his writ claimed that the 
defendants might be restrained from proceeding with an arbitration pur- 
suant to a notice given by them to the plaintiff. The plaintiff took out a 
summons in cham for an order for an injunction in the terms of the writ 
until the trial of the action. The judge made no order, and the plaintiff 


appealed to the Divisional Court. 

Tue Covrr (Cxaries and Waicut, JJ.) held that the appeal should 

have been to the Court of Appeal, and not to the Divisional Cent. 
Cuanuzs, J., said that an objection had been taken that an appeal from 
the refusal of a judge in chambers to grant an interlocutory injunction 
should be to the Court of Appeal, not to the Divisional Court. Section 1, 
eub-section 4, of the Judicature Act, 1894, provided that “‘in matters of 
rocedure every appeal from a judge shall be to the Court of 
, ‘or the plaintiff it had been argued that this was not an — 


in a matter of practice or procedure. His lordship was of opinion that it 
was such an appeal. be action was brought to obtain an injunction, and 








the order sought to be obtained by the plaintift was an interlocutory order 
in Th ction. It could not be treate: | as a final order in any sense 
uniess the p Le greed Lo so treat arties had not so agreed. 

he summons Wa&sé 8&! mply & step D 6 Cause, Dart 0 the machine ' DY 
which the action would De Worked o o its final result. His lordship did 
tiot intend to lay down that all interlocutory applications were matters 


of practice or procedure, but it was clear that this one was. Another 

ent had been put forward on behalf of the plaintiff. Section 1, 
sub-section 5, of the Act provided that in all cases where there was a right 
of ap to the High Court from any court or person the appeal should 
be heard by the Divisional Court. It was said that this case came within 
that sub-section, because there was a right of appeal here, and the appeal 
was from a ‘‘ person ’’—viz., the judge pn His lordship did not 
agree with that argument. He doubted whether sub-section 5 applied 


at all to aj from a judge of the High Court; probably it only related 
to appeals inferior courts. The court would not infer from the use 
of the word “‘ person”? that it was intended to include in sub-section 5 


appeals from a ju 
section 4, and the 
tain the appeal. 

Waicut, J., concurred.—Covunsgt, 
J. Banks ; Pittman, Last, § Sons. 


[Reported by F. O, Rosrnson, Barrister-at-Law. } 


of the High Oourt. This case came within sub- 
visional Court had therefore no jurisdiction to enter- 


Stutfield; Pollard. Soxictrrors, 


LAVY AND ANOTHER (Appellants) v. LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL (Re- 
spondents)—Ist May. 
Mzrnorotise—GengeraL Line or Bumpmcs—Wuar 1s a “ Buripine, 
Srrvucrurgz, orn Erecrion’’—Watt anp ApvVERTISEMENT HoAaRpINGc— 
Merrorouis Loca Manacement Act, 1862, s. 75. 


This was a case stated by a metropolitan magistrate. The 
appellants were c with having at 391, City-road, Islington, unlaw- 
'y erected a structure beyond the general line of buildings in 


the City-road without the consent in writing of the London County 
Council, contrary to section 75 of the Metropalis Local Management Act, 
— That section provides that “no building, cture, or erection 
shall w 


ithout the consent in wri of the Metropolitan Board of Works”’ 
(now the London County Council) ‘‘ be erected beyond the general line of 
buildings in any street, place, or row of houses in which the same is situate 
- + « such general line of buildings to be decided by the superintend- 
ing architect.” It is further enacted by section 28 of the London County 
Coungi) Powers) Act, 1890, that “‘any person deeming himself 
iggrieved b Feiicate he superintendent architect may, within 
fourteen days after notice of such certificate has been given or served, 
appeal ’’ to a tribunal to be constituted as mentioned in the section. The 
ee were the owners of the house 391, City-road, which was situate 
feet from the footway. In front of the house was a forecourt which for 
many years had been bounded by a brick wall 2 feet or 3 feet high, 9 inches 
thick, and with an iron railing on it 5 feet 6 inches in height. The 
appellants had from time to time applied for leave to build on the fore- 
court, which had been refused. Prior to 1894 the appellants erected on the 
wall a hoarding for advertisements. The hoarding was placed 
against the iron railings so as to get their support, and obtained additional 
struts. On the 5th of May, 1894, the nossiting was 
in consequence of notice from the London County Council, and 
a wall which formed the subject-matter of the present 
This wall was 11 feet a and 14 inches thick, and was put 
back 44 inches from the line of the old wall, so as to form a ledge to sup- 
t pry The summons was taken out on 
the 13th of July the architect gave his decision that the 
the line of the house. The appellants gave notice of 
the 24th of July the appellants appeared to the summons, and 
asked for an adjournment, which was ted on the 
t the rights of all parties should be preserved as they were on the 
24th of July. On the 19th of November the architect’s decision as to the 
building line was confirmed on a; . The summons was then heard by 
the magistrate. He found that the wall was erected as an advertisement 
station, but that it was also intended to serve as a boundary wall to the 
forecourt; and that it was a structure in front of the general line of 
buildings, to the erection of which the respondents had not consented. 
ordered the demolition of the wall, but stated this case for 
of the court. In support of the appeal it was contended that 
the magistrate had no jurisdiction to deal with the summons, because on 
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the 24th of July an appeal ot ei as to the building line ; that the 
ng 


wall and h was not a , structure, or erection within section 
75 of the Metropolis Local t Act, 1862; and that the new wall 
was simply an addition to the old wall, which the appellants were entitled 
to make. 
Tue Court (Day and Wricut, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 
Day, J., said that, as magnet the certificate of the architect, there was 
net pay of time during the continuance of the case when the magistrate 
not before him « certificate, because it did not cease a cute i 
cate whilst the appes g. On the 
n fhe came 
CO) 


lyf opinio nd hoarding 
within the words of the Act, and therefore the attack upon the magis- 
trate’s decision failed at all points. 

Waicut, J., concurred, and said that the substantial question was 
whether this wall was rightly regarded by the magistrate as a ‘‘ building, 
structure, or erection.’’ The original dwarf wall was not within the 
Act, and, that being so, the land ought to be regarded as vacant land, and 
therefore the case of Lord Auckland vy. Westminster Board of Works (L. R.7 
Oh. 596) did not apply. Then it was said that WZ v. London County 
Council (1894, 1 Q. B. 227, 812) was in point. He not think so. The 
Court of Appeal did not decide in that case that a wall such as this could 
under no circumstances be a building, structure, or erection within the 
Act, but that where the wall was the mere beginning of a building the 
= — Sate ee ote een wee, Homo applied, na = _ 
ought to » for the i goo the Act, as vacant , e | 
question was really one of Fs sym the Q agi e 

pred e8s 















































not ty Was a 
as tio! hé¥e, HNd moreover magistrate’s finding was sup- 
ported by Ellis v. Plumstead Board of Works (41 W. R. 496), where a dis- 


tinction was drawn between an ordinary boundary wall and one erected 
for some other purpose. Appeal dismissed.—CounszL, Dickens, Q.C., and 
R. ©. Glen ; Channell, Q.C., and Daldy. Souicrrors, Morgan § Upjohn ; 
Blaxiand. 

[Reported by F. 0. Rosrnsox, Barrister-at-Law. } 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


BRITON FERRY LOCAL BOARD v. RHONDDA AND SWANSEA BAY 
RAILWAY CO.—Chitty, J., 2nd May. 


Practice — Costs — TAXATION — ATTENDANCE oF CounTRY SoLicrror oN 
Morton tx Lonpon—Costs or Action—ComPromisz. 


Peerine 2 pote ~ tagation. This was an action for an injunction to 
res' e defendan' m doing certain acts. On motion to restrain 
them until the trial a compromise was effected and embodied in the order, 
part of the terms being, ‘‘ The costs of peed np ne of this action to be 
paid by the defendant company, to be taxed by the taxing master in case 
the parties differ.” On the costs being taxed the taxing master dis- 
allowed the costs of the attendance of the local solicitor, the town clerk of 
the plaintiff local board, on the hearing of the motion. On the summons 
to review the plaintiffs contended that such attendance was necessary and 
proper for the purpose of the compromise, which the London agent would 
not have had sufficient knowledge of the locus in quo to negotiate: The Soto 
(41 W. R. 479; 1893, P. 73, 75). 


y, J., said the order 
5 the Cos 










the erms agreec " he country & or D 
the hearing of the motion. No doubt he had rendered valuable service to 
his client in the oe of the compromise, but the question was 
whether his costs could be allowed on party and party taxation of the costs 
of the action. It was not the case of attending at the trial. The 
plaintiffs said it was a sort of trial in which the action was stayed on the 
terms of the compromise, but what they were really endeavouring to get 
was the costs of the compromise under the — of costs of the action. 
His lordship would not say a country solicitor was never justified in 
attending on a motion. Possibly in the case of a motion about a ward of 
court his attendance might be Be, oo There was, however, no special 
ground in the present case or in the general practice on motions to justify 
an attendance which might have been perfectly proper at the trial. Ona 
le case was gone into on affidavit, and there was nothing 
Olicitor ta do in the way of vivd pecs Instruction or 6xplan 


bel orf him The certificate must stand.—Counss, Ingpen i 2 
Sorscrrorns, B. F. Turner ; Tamplin, Taylor, § Joseph. 
[Reported by G. Rowiayp Axston, Barrister-at-Law. ) 





















A handsome marble memorial tablet to the late Lord Bowen has just 
laced in the vestibule of Lincoln’s-inn Chapel by the Benchers of 
Lincoin’s-inn. The tablet bears a long inscription in Latin. 


At the annual meeting of the Institute of Chartered Accountants on 
Wednesday, Mr. ©. Fitch Kemp, the president, said that a judgment of 
the Court of Appeal on the previous day, holding that in a certain case 
the auditor was an officer of the company, was of great concern to their 

rofession. He believed the decision was arrived at with insufficient 

owledge of certain facts, and the council were resolved that some 
authoritative opinion should be obtained on this important point, even if 
they had to appeal to the House of Lords. 
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LAW SOCIETIES, 


LAW FIRE INSURANCE SOCIETY. 


The forty-ninth annual general of the shareholders of the Law 
Fire Insurance Society was held on Tuesday last at the offices, No. 114, 
Chancery-lane, under the presidency of Sir Ricuanp Nicno.son. 

The Secretary (Mr. Bex.) read the notice convening the meeting, and 
the report and accounts were taken as read. The directors in their report 
stated that the result of the past year’s business had been of a steadily 
improving character. The premium income amounted to £136,812, shew- 
ing an increase of £3,319 over that in 1893. The total amount insured 
might be estimated at 1164 millions. The claims for losses in the 
past year amounted to £60,859 17s. 4d. The proportion of loss to the 
amount of premium income was per cent., the of —, 
ment 14 per cent., and the commission 13 per cent. accounts of 
year shewed a net balance of £54,592 Os. 9d. 

The Cuarrman said he desired first to refer to the loss which the direc- 
tors had sustained in the retirement of their friends and colleagues, Mr. 
James Ingram and Mr. Robins from the board, and also in the death of 
Mr. Wilde. Mr. Ingram, who was, as auditor and director, for thirty-three 
years associated with the society, was a courteous gentleman of the old 
school ; he had large business ae and a sound judgmen 
were always of t value to the . His retiremen’ 
fact that he ed for more ease at his time of life, and he thought the 
time had come when, under ordinary circumstances, he ought to 
room for some younger man to succeed him. Mr. Robins had 
stricken by illness from which he (the chairman) feared there was 
chance of such recovery as would enable him to take part in the 
business of life. Mr. Robins had been associated with the socie 
twenty-four years as director. He was a very constant attendant 
board meetings, and his large business e ience had been of 
assistance to the directors. They would miss both of those gen 
as they would also their friend Mr. Wilde, who, although he 
been a director for only ten years, was a colleague whom the 
all learned to esteem and regard, for he took a special interest in the 
affairs of the society. He was after a slight illness taken away from 
them, and he (the speaker) and his colleagues would greatly miss their 
departed friend. Coming now to the business of the meeting, perha 


EE beee 


ie 


EE: 


ps 
he might be permitted to remind the shareholders that the year 1893 was | }, 


a notoriously bad one for insurance offices. The return which he 
referred to a year ago of thirty-two offices shewed that the fire losses 
bore a ratio of 67 per cent. of premium income, and the average of 
expenses to premium was 33 per cent. The experience of those thirty-two 
offices was that on the whole there had been an av trade loss of 5 
per cent. on the premium income. The Law Fire , however, had 
been more fortunate, for they had been able to declare a dividend of 
16s. 6d. per share, which was equal to 33 per cent. on their paid-up 
capital. Their losses bore a ratio of 43% per cent. of their premium 
income, and the ———— of the office expenses was 27. The business 
in the year 1894 had improved according to the experience of most offices ; 
but the returns were not, however, brought down to date, and therefore as 
regards 1894 he had no further information in that respect than that given 
for 1893. He might, however, say that with reference to their own 

they had been perfectly satisfactory, although he did not propose to 
eulogize them in the way that one paper had done. Their business had 
improved during the past year. ere had been a large number 
Se ee fe OS ees ee been an 
increase in the number arising from the use or misuse of oil 
lamps, which had brought with them very serious consequences. The 
number of fires in 1894 was somewhat fewer than that in 1893, but still it 
was very largely in excess of what their expectations might have led them 
to anticipate. In 1884 the number was over 2,200, and in 1894 it 
was 3,061, or nearly one-third increase, while the population had 
increased only one-eighth and the number of houses only one-sixth 
within the same lod. Soe et tome an otresmmery a5 6 tose 
amongst printers, but why the directors could not understand. However, 
it pointed to the fact that that particular class of business was somewhat 


, regarded 
to electric ligh there had been a many fires. Perhaps it was 
too early to judge with accuracy of the effect of electric lighting 
apne A but experts were of opinion that serious uences might 
caused by some instullations. A number of offices this subject 
under their serious consideration, and directors would have to act 
advisedly in the matter. The society’s affairs for 1894 were satisfactory. 
Their receipts showed a steady and continuous progress, as rf had done 
for the last twelve years. et myn income was £136,812, as com 
pared with £133,493 for 1893. interest from their investments was 
pretty much the same as before—£10,614; transfer fees had been £32 as 
against £15 ; the balance brought forward in 1894 was £50,737, and 

it was £51,961. The total on the receipt side was £198,194, as com- 
gg with £196,045, an increase of £3,319 leaving out balances. 
e payments for claims for fire losses had been £60,859, as 
t £60,938 for 1893, or £79 less, which was a somewhat curious con- 
tion of things. There was a slight increase in the sum paid for commis- 
sion, and that for stamps was about the same as before. Then there was 

that bugbear, the Metropolitan Fire Brigade, an incubus from which 
could not liberate themselves he was afraid. That had increased by £3, 


£2,012, as compared with £2,009. Their of 
hed boon £18,459 as against £18,885, Their ratlo of losses, which was 
45 per cent. of their premium income for 1893, had been reduced to 44} 
per cent. for 1894; their total decrease 


in payments was £1,703 ; and their 
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INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


Arrenpance of members of the Council from the 16th of April, 1894, to 
the 8th of April, 1895 :— 





Coun- Com- Coun- Com- 
cil, mittee cil. mittee 
Mr. Addison 28 48 | Mr. Munton. é . 6 41 
*,, Attlee . 16 8| Sir Thos. Paine. . 26 29 
», Barker - & 1 “Se 5 
*,, Beale - 10 10) Mr. Pemberton . 16 2 
», Bristow - 31 » Pennington . 34 «8166 
» Budd % 41! , Rawle. . . 2% 50 
a 2 0 | Sir A.K. Rollit, M.P.. 13 4 
jas - 23 42 .Rosooe. . . 33 63 
td 18 8 » Saunders 12 3 
ye Ve Soe >> Vassall . 13 9 
te 0.B iu” 1 »» Walters. 31. 30 
the B Be. Meme Wiftiam.. $0 64 
‘ow ‘ ee . 
Dr. Freshfield .€ £ 2a... “ 18 
Mr. Godden . + a 91 » Allen . . 2 2 
*,, Heelis . 5 3 », Batteshill . 2 1 
», Gray Hill Paes | eae | » Brown . ° 0 0 
Mi Hollams. . &@ 1 », *Olarke . ‘ 4 4 
» Howlett. . 4 », G. F. Cooke . 4 2 
», Hunter . . 36 125 » H. Cooke . 2 0 
»» Janson. . 13 2] 4, Dickinson - oe 2m 
» Keen . - 2 88 »» Knocker 8 0 
1s n a »» Moberly 7 5 
»» Lawrence - 2 9 »» Munby. 2 1 
*,, Leman . . .« SB 1? eee ss 1 1 
9 NN ce 4 ° » Green . . : 
” Matty. . ° » Humfrys . 
” * . 22 2 iT ” Longmore . 5 * 3 
»» Marshall . 6 6|+t,, Vaughan . 1 8 
» Mille . - 8 21)t,, Venning Myc kag SS 0 
» Morrell - «= 20. 88: ¢,, Weodhouse. . 8 0 
* Elected July, 1804. + Retired in October, 1804. . 


‘f 
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SOLICITORS BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 8th inst., Mr. Richard Pennington, J.P., in the chair. The other 


directors £ were Messrs. W. Beriah Brook, H. Morten Cotton, 
William , Samuel Harris (Leicester), Augustus Helder (Whitehaven), 
F. Rowley Parker, Henry Roscoe, Sidney Smith, Richard W. Tweedie, 


Frederic T. Woolbert, and J. T. Scott (secretary). A sum of £380 was 
distributed in grants of relief, and other general business transacted. 


LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


CALLS TO THE BAR, 
The following gentlemen were on Wednesday called to the bar :— 


Linco.n’s-1nn.—Emest Charles Ryland; John James Gregson Slater, 
Owens Coll., Manchester; Cyril Slater, Owens Coll., Manchester ; Whit- 
more Lionel Richards, B.A., Trinity Coll., Dublin; David Donaldson 
Robertson, B.A., LL.B., Christ’s Coll., Cambridge ; Leslie Fraser Standish 
Hore, B.A., Corpus Christi Coll., Oxford ; Christopher Cameron Ord, B.A., 
Magdalen Coll., Oxford (secretary of the Appointments Committee, 
University of Oxford) ; Philip Edward Percival, Balliol Coll., Oxford; 
Henry Scrope Frescheville Jebb ; Kaikhosroo Adurjee Ghaswalla, Univ. of 
Bombay; Frank Carr, B.A., LL.B., Trinity Hall, Cambridge (Tancred 
Law Student) ; Arthur John Walker, B.A., New Coll., Oxford. 

Mippiz Tzmpte.—Robert M’Cleary, B.A., Cambridge; Martin John 
Finnigan, B.A., London University ; Henry Charles Barker, jun., B.A., 
LL.B. ; Berthold Adler, Balliol Coll., Oxford ; Cecil Edwin Fitch, B.A., 
LL.B., Jesus Coll., Cambridge: Maneck Rustomjee Mehta; William 
Stuart Pass Skelding, M.A., Exeter Coll., Oxford; James Hunter Gray, 
M.A. @ and B.Sc. London Universities; Henry Clissold Daven- 

; Charles John M’Leod; Ramon de Madariaga, Bachiller en Artes 
niversity of Valladolid, Licenciado en Derecho University of Madrid; 
John Albert Oompston. 


Inwar Taupix.—William Chapman Waller, M.A., Oxford ; Selwyn John 
Ourwen Brinton, B.A., Cambridge ; John Clements Waterhouse Madden, 
B.A., Cambridge ; Arthur Clutton-Brock, B.A., Oxford; Stanley Price 
Morgan Bligh, B.A., Oxford; Horace John Rowlands, B.A., Oxford ; 
Thomas George Spyers, B.A., Oxford; Henry Fitzherbert Wright, B.A., 
Cambridge ; Algernon Prest Bird Barker, B.A., Oxford; Cecil Henry 
Oliverson, B.A., Oxford ; George Lindsay Wilson, B.A., Oxford ; William 
Henry Davison, B.A., Oxford; Henry Western Plumptre, M.A., Oxford ; 
Edward Bertram Hilton Kershaw, B.A., Cambridge ; and Joseph Storer 
Clouston, B.A., Oxford. 


Gray’s-rxn.—Horace West Household, B.A., Christ Church, Oxford, 
Bacon Scholar, 1891, and Lee prizeman, Gray’s-inn, 1893; Walter 
Charles d, M.A., Oxford ; Sidney Jorwerth Mansel-Howe ; Joseph 
Marshall m, LL.B., B.A., London, Holt Scholar, Gray’s-inn, 
1892 ; and Harkishan Das Batra, of Government College, Lahore. 





LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupents’ Desatine Soctery.—May 7—Mr. Rupert Blagden in 
the chair.—The subject for debate was:—‘‘ That the case of Rhodes v. 
Moules (1895, 1 Ch. 236) was wrongly decided.’’ Mr. A. E. Clarke opened 
and Mr. J. Lindsay Sutton seconded in the affirmative; Mr. John W. 
Barton opened and Mr. R. T. Gould seconded in the negative. ‘T'he fol- 
oe also spoke :—Messrs. C. A. Anderson, Neville Tebbutt, 

, A. W. Watson, Dickson, J. S. Wilkinson, Henderson, H. Har- 
court, T. Douglas. Mr. A. E. Clarke replied. The chairman having 
summed up, the motion was lost by three votes. 


THE LANCASHIRE (CONTINUOUS SITTINGS) BILL. 


.Om Wednesday the Lord Chanceller received a deputation of members of 


Parliament and others who desire the support of the Government for 
Mr. Holland’s Bill for the establishment in Lancashire of continuous sittings 
of the High Court of Justice to be held alternately in Manchester and 
Liverpool. The deputation included Messrs. Holland, Brunner, Maclure, 
Lawrence, Maden, Hornby, Stanhope, Schwann, Roby, Sir James Kitson, 
Sir Henry Roscoe, and Sir Joseph Leigh, members of Parliament; and 

. M’ Arthur, cage of the Liverpool Chamber of Commerce; Mr. G. 
. Allen, ident of the Manchester Incorporated Law Society; and 
Mr. O. H. Morton, president of the Liverpool Law Society. 

Mr. Horzanp, M.P., said that the Bill had passed the second reading of 
the House in 1884, by a majority of twenty-three. There had been 


of Lancashire, as also from many of the large town councils. The point of 
the whole question was as to whether or not there would be ample work for 
a My hag sit continuously, and a table had been prepared shewing that in 
1894 had been 339 causes set down for trial during the Manchester and 
Li Assizes, which occupied 155 judicial days, and, inasmuch as the 
year consisted of 210 working days, it followed that the work 
mentioned would fall short of a full year’s employment to the 


ad 


Hi 





extent of 55 days only ; but, on the other hand, when it was remembered 
that Liverpool sent to London 27 days’ Chancery work during the year, and 
14 days’ Admiralty work, and that Manchester also sent a proportionate 
number of cases, it would be seen that there was every reasonable prospect 
of full employment being found for those continuous sittings. 

Mr. M’Arruvr (president of the Liverpool Chamber of Commerce) spoke 
in support of the Bill. 

Mr. Aten (president of the Manchester Incorporated Law Society) 
pointed out the success which had been achieved by the fact of their having 
a Chancery Court of the County Palatine of Lancashire with continuous 
sittings alternately in Liverpool and Manchester, and the work was so 
great that the judge had been compelled to ask for additional assistance. 
What had taken place in the Lancashire Chancery Court was certain to 
take place with regard to common law work if a high court judge was sent 
down to Lancashire. 

Mr. Morton (president of the Incorporated Law Society of in age 
said that whilst it might be urged that suitors would lose the advantage o 
the service of the members of the Northern Circuit Bar resident in London, 
it must be borne in mind that there were in Liv 1 some seventy 
resident barristers and in Manchester about fifty, and there were others 
resident in the large towns of Lancashire. Whilst there was undoubtedly a 
disadvantage in not having the services of the London bar, the commercial 
community considered that the benefit arising from a continuous sitting of 
the court in Lancashire far outweighed the disadvantage of not having the 
members of the London bar. 

Mr. Mactvre, M.P., spoke in favour of the Bill, which was urgently 
n 

Lorp Herscue.t, in reply, said he was very much impressed with the 
statements which had been made, and he was most anxious to do what was 
right and proper in the matter. If it were found impossible to pass the Bill 
this Session, he should endeavour to see whether or not some plan could not 
be devised to approach more nearly than at present to continuous sittings at 
fixed and convenient dates, without perhaps going quite the whole length of 
the Bill. His previous action in increasing facilities in the number of assizes 
shewed his sympathy with the object of the deputation, and he might be 
prepared to do something more in that direction. 





LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. ALExANpER Youna, barrister, died on the Ist inst. at the of 
forty-six. He was the son of the Right. Hon. George Young, one of the 
judges of the Scottish Court of Session, and was called to the bar in 1874. 
we had attained a very good court practice, and his early death is much 
amented. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Gitsert Mippieton (of the firm of Middleton & Sons), of Leeds, 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Middleton was 
admitted in 1889. 

Mr. Tuomas Francois Waternovss, solicitor, be Surv gen has been 
appointed Clerk to the Justices for the Sedgley Division of the county of 
Stafford, in the place of his father, Mr. Thomas Waterhouse, who has 
resigned the post after holding it for thirty-four years. Mr. T. F. 
Waterhouse was admitted in 1887. 

Mr. Jossrx Watton, Q.C., has been appointed Recorder of the borough 
of Wigan, in the room of Mr. William Court Gully, Q.C., resigned. 

Mr. Isaac Bapcocx, barrister, has been elected a Bencher of the Middle 
Temple, in succession to the late Mr. Finlason. 

Mr. James F, Torr, barrister, has been appointed Recorder of Deal, in 
succession to Mr. Cluer. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.vurions. 
Joun Writ14m Barron and Joszrx Crawsuaw, solicitors (Joseph Craw- 
shaw & Co.), 7, Bow-street, London. May 1. 
Henry Joun Pareruorre and Wiiu1am Postietuwaire, solicitors (Pale- 
thorpe & Postlethwaite), Leeds. April 11. 
Gazette, May 7. 





GENERAL. 


Sir Henry James has been confined to his room by illness, but was 
stated to be better on Wednesday, and able to leave his room. 


On Tuesday the Lord Chief Justice had four non-jury causes in his 
list for trial, but the whole list collapsed by 11 a.m. The learned judge 
said that there was a duty which the citors in cases would do well 
seriously to consider—that was, that when cases in the a list were 
settled, they should, as soon as possible, give notice of the fact to the 
proper officer of the court. That officer could then prepare his daily lists 
2th 7 in such a manner as would be most convenient for all parties 


According to the Times, the Select Committee on Trusts Administration 
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will recommend by their report such an alteration in the law as shall end the 
anomaly of a simple trustee who misappropriates property to his own use 
not being liable to criminal proceedings unless the trust is constituted by 
some instrument in writing, whereas a person instrusted with property for 
safe custody in his capacity as banker, merchant, Leuhen, adil: , or other 
agent of a like character, who misappropriates it is liable to criminal 
proceedings. In regard to the question of arama ah ae trustee, the 
committee hold that any Act passed for this a ald be 

except in so far as courts of justice in instances fit 
to take the initiative; but it is admitted t a case has been made out 
in favour of the establishment of a system under which private trusts 
can be administered, if so desired, by or under the control of some 
official or judicial authority which should also have the custody of the funds. 
As to the machinery by which such a system can best be worked, the com- 
mittee have arrived at the conclusion that the desired result might be 
attained by the employment of suitable persons in each district—not 
necessarily officials—who should be subject to judicial control. Whoever 
may be appointed to administer a trust, whether an official or a non-official 
person, ought, the committee think, to be required to act isely as private 
trustees now act, using his own discretion and » not asa judge, 
but as a man of business. But in all he should be in the situation 
of an officer of the court, able to ask for directions and bound to wan Bes 
whether asked for or not. Accounts should, it is suggested, be ren at 
fixed P eggs by all persons appointed to administer trusts and audited 
officially. The committee further express the view that it would be not only 
unnecessary but mischievous to make any such system as is here pi 
compulsory. Either those who create trusts or trastees themselves should 
be empowered to wg Mage administration under the control of the court, 
and the court shuul at liberty to decline such administration. Bene- 
ficiaries should be enabled to make a like application, but in every case the 
discretion of the court should be unfettered. It would be necessary to pro- 
vide rules for regulating the procedure of the courts in regard to adminis- 
trative as well as the financial side of the proposed scheme, and the 
committee consider that much will depend upon the scope and thoroughness 
of these rules. In particular they ought to prevent the possibility of 
litigation at the expense of the trust fund except where absolutely indis- 
pensable, and to insure the disallowance of any Se ogee or outlay by the 
appointed trustee except where from the nature of the payment or a the 
work done it was practically impossible for him to avoid it. In view of the 
fact that both administration and finance will be involved in these rules, the 
committee recommend that the rule-making anthority should be the Lord 
Chancellor, with the concurrence of the Treasury. 








Satz or Reversions anp Lire Potrcres.—At their 555th Monthly Sale, 
on the 2nd inst., Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranfield realized, among others, 
the following prices :—Absolute Reversion to £670, £480; ditto to £400, 
£205 ; ditto to £1,650, £750; ditto to Freehold Property, £220; ditto to 
Property at Harrogate, £830; Annuity of £150, £2,200; Life Interest in 
and Reversion to Consols, £235 ; Life Policy for £700, £450. Nearly every 
lot offered was sold. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE.. 


Rota or Reaistnans 1x ATTENDANCE ON 





Date. Appgat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Curry. Norrs. 
Monday, May ..............0.+ 13 Mr. Farmer Mr. Ward Mr. Beal 
Tuesday .... 14 Rolt Pem Pugh 
Farmer Ward Beal 
Rolt Pemberton Pugh 
Farmer Ward Beal 
Rolt Pemberton Pugh 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
StTrievine Kexewicn. Romsr. 
Mr. Leach Mr. Jackson Mr. Carrington 
Godfrey Clowes Lavie 
Leach Jackson Carrington 
Godfrey Clowes Lavie 
Leach Jackson Carrington 
Godfrey Clowes Lavie 








Oxtp and Rare Fine Insurance Pourcres, &c., wanted to complete a 
7, iat le by letter, to A. R. C., 76, Cheapside, London.— 
DVT. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
Morn.—April 28, at 4, Willoughby-roed, Hampeiead, the wife of Macrae Moir, of a son. 
Hous xv.—April 18, at Brixton, William Henny" Holland, solicitor, of Doctors’ commons, 
Krexiysipg.—May AX, at pneumonia, at Gally Law, Weybridge, Francis Headlam Keenly- 


side, 








WARNING TO INTENDING House PurcHasers any Lesszrs.—Before pur- 


chasing or ren a house have the Sani Arrangements thorough] 
Examined by an rt from The Sani te Oo. (Carter Bros.}, 
65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a London house 2 guineas ; 


country by arrangement. (Established 1875.)—[Apvr.] 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—FPuivay, May 3. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


Luorep mv Caancesy. 
Ax Execr 8 Lunrep—Creditors are on or before Friday, 
June 10, to cond thelr names and deceue, and ats of thar debts or claim to 
. a Pattullo, 30 and 31, St Swithin’s lane. & Co, 1, Copthall bidgs, 
Amenicay, Evauisa, way my a | Taisen Tavust. Laseee ye Se wining wp. ae 


sented Ma: 1, directed to be on May 15. Mitchell, Cannon st, petner’s b 
Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamel not later thas 6 o'ock inthe afternoon 


AnGLo- ol _Covene Gisxine axp Or Leena pains om ape segueee, on 
before send their names particulars 

claims, to David Smith and Alfred Paul Popplewell, 2, Mareden st, Manchester. Hewitt 
Crurna Goip Mines, Limrtep—Creditors are on or before June 10, to send their 
peepee one oltnemmen, and pestiewiem 5 or claims, to M. P. Andrew, 23, 


College 

Gower Inow axp Tix Pirate Lirrep—By an order made by Vaughan J. 

dated April 24, it was ordered in eda atelien ee Soliinne’. Sunith 
House, solors for 

Hort Brorusns, Liurrsp—Creditors are 

names and addresses, and particulars of 


I pr mp ty ty te EE 
names or 
y eircas. & ‘4, chore, solors to liquidator 
Raswave Guiass Maxuractuaixe Co, Lianren— presanted May be 
directed to be heard on 1b. ene En eee S, ssclo:. Notice 
ing must reach the not later than 6 in the afternoon of 


yil4 
Ww & Co, Luntep— order made by Vaughan J., dated April 
10, it was ordered that the mb. + winding" up be eetinned. Walker & Rowe, 8, 
Backlersbury, agents for Dwyer, Dewsbury, petners 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Customs Lire Assurance axp Wivows’ axp Orpuane’ Provipent Fuwp, Tide Surveyor’s 
Custom Sunderland. April 27 


Nortraampron anp NorTHAMPTONSHIRE AND Distaict Licensep VicTuALLERs’ Benevolent 
ayD Friewpiy Association, 73, Denmark rd, Het ot Morthye 
Trapesuen’s Frienpiy Society, Globe Ian, 37, High st, 


. April 27 
London Gasette.—Tunspay, May 7. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luorep m Cuancerr. 
Aametemenen, ae repent par ae Legge a bs required, on = tee 
une names addresses, their debts or claims, 
George Byd Coram, Billiter House, Billiter st. Pumnp & bon. 10, Phlipee lane, colors to 


liq 

Hie heard on May 15; McKenna & Co, 17 and 18 Bestaghall st, sclors for 
> ced must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o'clock in the 

Oe Ca sal i am oa nal Seen a BGs or dene 
John William Jefferies, ed ne 1 Guoee Vietoria st 

Granp Lopes. bn ae United Order so mien Blackburn Unity, New 

rine, Vicor Baki Lane ARIAT bury, Ons, Apel 9 

Nortu Srarrorpsaine CLERKS’ ‘ASSOCIATION Society, 24, a ng Btaffs. 


Wobraa Co-operative Ouwisus Society, Limrrep, 8, Bverleigh st, Tollington park, N. 


i 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day ov Cram. 

London Gasette.—Faivay, May 8. 

Guerem, pool Daston, Lverpod Dealer. June 5. Jones v Jones, Registrar, 
Suiru, Wakicaes, CRN, June 5. Franklin vy Wood, Kekewich, J. Rutland, 
London Gaszetie.—Turspay, May 7. 

Dossox, Joun Wats Engineer. June 7. Dobson y Do’ 

Guery = inc iti Re on June 10. Holding v Green, Bice 
Bowann Bin (oberg Pyncy fs, Vernon Southampton row. July 6. 
Topp, Cancun, and Jaye HITE, Foster In. June 1. White Beoer, Basing- 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram, 
London Gasette.—Fuiway, May 8. 
Arxixsox, Cuaries, Swanton Novers, Esq Julyé Forster, Aylsham 
Bat, Daniet, Newcastle under Lyme, Retired Surgeon Augi Hamd, Macclesfield 
Banciay, Evizapern Axx, Falmouth June8 Tathams & Pym, Old Jewry 
Baryes, Louisa Sopmia, Acton Junel4 Style & Co, Liverpool 
Remems, Jouw ALEXaypgr, Weymouth st,Gent June3 lLongbourne & Co Lincoln's 


Biacu, Comyys Watrer, Purulia Manbhum, India July 27 W B Birch, 156, Southwark 
Brizsemaxy, Franz, Whittington avenue June3 Kearsey & Co, Old Jewry . 


Bucxineuam, Rev Josern, Paulerspury May2i1 Hearn & Hearn, Buckingham 
Burcornz, Montacu Gzores, Dorking, Esq June9 Dixons & Horne, Wakefield 





Catiow, Hensy Wiittax, Cricklewood May 16 Barber & Son, St Swithin’s lane 
Canp, Mary, Brighton June17 Surr & Co, Abchurch lane 


Wusor Mansa, Cambridge Laverna June 7. Potter v Chariton, Registrar, Liver- - 
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Canes, Rae Jussy Hatiowet, Gheusester trree June 10 Burne & Wykes, Lincoln’s 


Crank, Ricnanp, Horbling, Gent June 17 Harwood, Boston 

Cooprr, Exizasera Brixton, Walworth June 10 Wynne-Baxter & Keeble, Cannon st | 

Croazr, Ricnarp, Mile End ri, Pianoforte Manufacturer June 1 Jennings & Co, | 
Leadenhall 


Danoerrizip, Axxz, Upper Norwood June10 Redshawe Williams, Sherborne lane 
Davies, Davip Parrcnarp, Aberdare, Accountant June5 Thomas, Aberdare 

Davies, Saran, Aberdare June 5 Thomas, Aberdare 

Diti0m, Mary Axwe, Oxford June 15 Francis J Collinson, 3, Essex court, Temple 
Drxox, James, Cropton, York, Yeoman July1 Whitehead, Pickering 

ExttoT, Gronor Epwry, Littlehampton, Gentleman May 31 Richard Holmes & Co» 


Exrarixaton, me Lower Grosvenor place, Milliner June 1 Loxdale & Co, 


Fretpgr, Groror, South Croydon, Builder May 31 Wilkinson, Martin’s lane 
Foster, Exv.ey, Sheffield June 15 Barker, Sheffield 

Freesax, Ricuarp, Portsmouth, Stonemason June8 Edgecombe & Co, Portsea 
Futtox, Wii11am Scort, Appleby, Gent May18 E& EA Heelis, Appleby 
Gaticnox, Georors Matrnunts Aytorne, Paris Junel1 GS & H Brandon, Essex st 
Gratrox, Joun Gairritus, Abergele, Farmer July 1 Bromley, Rhyl 

Harsorp, Ricnarp, Bath, Col June1 Timmins, Bath 

Hout, Georos, Brighton May 30 Laidman, Brighton 

Jenninos, Mancaret Lanpyer, Wanstead June 10 Hawes & Co, Gt Winchester st 
Jonzs, Frayx Kintow, Bepton, Esq June10 Rivington & Son, Fenchurch bldgs 
Kirxsy, Wiitram Fasttxa, Burley on the Hill, Farmer May10 Tuck, Oakham 
Kwicntow, Atice, Alfreton June 21 Stanton & Walker, Chesterfield 

Lioyp, Rev Atsany Rossexpae, Oswestry June 24 Crump, Parliament st 

Lyxcn, Tnomas, Carmarthen, Gent May 31 Barker & Co, Carmarthen 

Marsuatt, Henny, Northampton June3 Marshall & Marshall, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Mars.axv, Sypney, Heaton, Cotton Spinner June 24 Holden & Holden, Bolton 
Mapex, Janz, Manchester May 20 Dixon & Linnell, Manchester 

Mriunz, Maraarset Arve, Clifton June10 Burne & Wykes, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Mosseatey, Evizanetn, Pensnett June1 Homfray & Co, Brierley Hill 
Mosperiey, Witi1am, Pensnett Junel Homfray & Co, Brierley Hill 

Mornis, Marcaret, Oystermouth May 30 Collins & Woods, Swansea 

Niewp, Samvet, Southport May 30 Ashington, Southport 

Orrywe.t, Groner Sattox, Bournemouth June 14 Worrell, Coleman st 

Payws, Cuanies, Clapham, Esq June4 Houghton & Son, New Broad st 

Pratt, Saran, Manchester June 15 Rowbotham, Oldham 

Pocock, Jauxs, Mortlake, Market Gardener June 14 Blyth & Co, Gresham House 
Poour, Wri114M, Southsea, Rate Collector June 15 Pearce & Son, Portsea 
Rawyanrp, Aataus Cowrer, Hunter st, Barrister at Law June 1 Hiscott, New inn 
Reap, Cuantes Harpstarr, Gt Hale Fen, Farmer Junel Holdich, Sleaford 
Ruoprs, Jonn Gzonar, Beckenham May 31 Fisher & Fisher, Westminster 

Rippet, Josern, Gresham bldgs June 18 A V Lloyd Jones, Walbrook 

Shoe, Coe ae, Grosvenor grdns, Barrister at Law May 31 Futvoye & Co, 


Sawyenr, Tuomas Joux, Freetown, Sierra Leone June7 Waterhouse & Co, New court 
Suanp, James Arxinson, Douglas, Esq June1 Dowson & Co, Bedford row 

Suaw, Joun, Eccles, Draper June 15 Bennett & Carlisle, Manchester 

Sureeerr, Jane May,Gunnersbury June10 Burne & Wykes, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Surrn, Avexanper, Globe rd, Bootmaker June1 Dyson & Smith, Bishopsgate st 
Sopn, Louisa, Daventry Jan 22 Roche, Daventry 

Srempripcr, Marcaret, Crewkerne June 10 Saunders, Crewkerne 

Syxes, Jonx, Newtown, Derby, Overlooker June 18 Walker, Stockport 

Taxpy, Joux, Gosport, Licensed Victualler May 27 Palmer, Gosport 

TraspaLz, Hannan, Heckmondwike May 25 Mitcheson, Heckmondwike 

Teyxnam, Evizasetn Lavy, Shooters Hill June 15 Nisbet & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Taonop, Cecit, Boothby Hall, Esq May 29 Paterson & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Tonxaz, Samvet Henry, Northop June3 Gill & Co, Liverpool 

Twist, Jonx, Walsall June 24 Fowke & Son, Birmingham 

Wessren, Exiza, Liverpool June8 Rowley & Co, Manchester 
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Wetts, Daviv, Hoxton Junell Hollest & Co, Farnham 
Wuinyarks, ppeananee Marian Witti1aus Onwiét; Nottingham terrace June 5 Inniatt, 


Woon, James, Greenwich June1 Lockyer & Avery, New Cross rd 
London Gazette—Tunspay, May 7. 


| Baxrratay, Zacuanta, Manchester,Merchant June 30 Walley, Manchester 


Bewnerr, Witiiam, Teddington June 24 Forster Cooper, Threadneedle st 
Boornroyp, Grace, Huddersfield June 15 Learoyd & Co, Huddersfield 

Boyp, Caruentne Emrty, Ballycastle, co Antrim June1 Cramsie & Greer, Dublin 
Brewer, Cuanzes, Leonard Stanley, Gent Junel4 Winterbotham & Sons, Stroud 
Brooker, Mantua, Leeds June 15 Nelson & Co, Leeds 

Brooke, Wiii1am, Leeds, Publican June15 Nelson & Co, Leeds 

Burrrerworrs, Jonny, Choriton cum Hardy, Gentleman June3 Lea, Manchester 
Cartw fone, by Francis ) eee Cheapside, Licensed Victualler June 10 


Crarke, Jonn Tuomas, Manchester, Draper June 7 Cobbeti & Co, Manchester 
Cooke, Joszrn, Stannington June1 Eaton, Sheffield 


| Cooper, Eviza Jane, 8t Leonards Junel Sharland & Co, Gravesend 


Corrie, Rev Taomas, Shalfleet, I W June i4 Gunner, Newport, I W 
Courcetie, Marra, Finsbury pk June 29 Haynes & Cl ¢, Bl 
Curupert, Axx, Hove June 10 Trollope & Winckworth, Abingdon st 
Davies, Davin, Sheffield, Rail Contractor July1 Taylor & Co, Sheffield 
Deyys, Jeax, Mansfield rd June8 Church & Co, Bedford row 

Divuam, Cuarces, Hampstead June1 Sharland & Co, Gravesend 
Dowse, Jacon, Easterton, Yeoman June 24 Radcliffe, Devizes 
Epwanrps, Jonx, Wombridge, Farmer June 24 Carrane, Wellington 
Forseca, Bensamm, Nottingham, Outfitter June6 Rorke, Nottingham 
Grevons, Hawnan Cuartorre, Gravesend June4 Sharland & Co, Gravesend 
Gorvoy, Ronert Gray, Kingston on Thames May 20 Winstanley, Gracechurch st 
Green, Ayn, Astley Bridge June 4 Cooper, Bolton 

Green, Ricnarp, Astley Bridge, Farmer June 4 Cooper, Bolton 

Griersox, James, Manchester, Draper June 30 Walley, Manchester 

Gunwewy, Frances Saran, Tunbridge Wells June 1 Cripps & Son, Tunbridge Wells 
Harsreap, Saran, Huddersfield Junei7 Fisher, Huddersfield 


hy 





y 4 


Hicks, Eouvunp, Brighton July1 Hamlyn, Torquay 


Isnerwoop, James, Leigh, Cotton Cperative June8 Widdows, Leigh 

Lonerean, Jonny, Bradford, Stuff Merchant June6 Westwood, Bradford 

Mircuetson, Hannan, Bayswater June 21 Pattinson & Brewer, Bedford row 

Neame, Epwiy, Selling June18 Tassell & Son, Faversham 

Neepuam, Emrty Ann, Leicester June 15 Berridge & Sons, Leicester 

Conseee, Jouxs Water, Gt Ayton, Gent June 1 Buchanan & Richardson, Guis- 


Sessnsn ten Ayn, Sutton Junel Hores & Pattisson, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Pucuuor, Hermann von Lana, Frankfort on the Main June15 Neish & Co, Watling st 
Roppick, Anwa, Norwich June 24 Watson & Everitt, Norwich 

Row tey, Bensamin, Leeds Junel0 James, Leeds 

Russei., Henry, Akassa, West Africa June 6 Foy & Co, Clifford’s inn 

Saunpers, Naruaytet, Dedham, Builder June 15 Elwes & Turner, Colchester 
Suarper, Meap.ey, Ferrensby, Farmer Junel5 Addyman & Kaye, Leeds 

Stoang, Wii.L14M, Manchester, Accountant June8 Dixon & Linnell, Manchester 
Sprenpia, Witiiam, Long Sutton, Gent May 23 Mossop & Mossop, Long Sutton 
Spurciy, George Cotman, Ealing, Gent June13 Mason & Co, Gresham st 

Sracey, Heyry, Bury, Innkeeper May 31 Butcher & Barlow, Bury 

eS og aly Joux, Richmond, Lieutenant Colonel Jume 15 Fladgate & Co, 


STONEMAN, aie Ayn, Torquay July1 Hamlyn, Torquay 

Warp, Evizasers, Southport June8 Dixon & Linnell, Manchester 

Wesseer, Tuomas, Stockwell Park rd, Confectioner June17 Surr & Co, Abchurch lane 
Wuirris, Mary Awvye, Thornton Heath Junel4 Beale & Co, Gt George st 

Worstey, Exizaseru, Abingdon rd Junell Chubb, John st 

Yerves, Tuomas, Nailsea, Carpenter Julyi1 Wood, Wrington 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Faivay, May 3. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


et May1 Ord May1 
Capzs, ALFRED, Hampstead 
April9 Ord April 30 


oe, Frepericx Grorcr, Gt Marlow, Grocer Aylesbury | Hannrisoy, Ley? Acle, Norfolk, Carrier Norwich Pet 
i 29 


April 29 Ord 


, Auctioneer High Court Pet _—, bem ae ©, enry, Maridon, Farmer’s Assistant 


May1 Ord Mayl 


Assorr, oom, Beet, | Warehouseman Norwich Pet 
A.port, Sypwey, Theatrical t igh Court P 
13 ‘Ord April 30 a — 


ae James Brown, Joux Hamruron Hamiuroy, and 
THornTon eo <¥ s Wittsams, Mi Merchants High Court 


<2 
— yo Doncaster, Ppuilder Sheffield Pet April 30 


er onsen Jo Joun, Charlton xine, Butcher Chel- | 


is On a e, 


Buryxs, wano ‘Sance, aA Freperick Grorce Ciay- 
Tox, St John st rd, Printers High Court Pet April 27 


a 
Biow, Henry, Goole, Grocer Wakefield Pet April30 Ord 


Bowman, Tuomas Gorpow, Gra: rd, Money 
High Court Pet April’? Osa Apeil es 
Baapanaw, Warsos, Loods, 
Pet April 29 


Butcher Leeds Pet April 29 


CaRTwaicut, Josern, sane. Sutton, Ironmonger King’s | Jonzs, Luzwetyn, Lianllyfni, Tailor Bangor Pet April 
Li Pet A 30 17 Ord 29 


yon Bony branes 
Cioven, Pht. Leeds, Soa: ufacturer Leeds Pet 
April 30 Ord April 30 
wer Karl’s Court, Actor High Court Pet May 1 
Cooxg, vey F, Coleman Builder h Court Pet 
ease » Ord A il 29 ae Spee 
BTREE, James WILtiaM, Sanitary Engineer 
Bradford Pet April 19 ° Ord Apel 30 
Dawsox, Harry, Gt Grimsby, Confectioner Gt Grimsby 
Pet April 27 Ord April 27 


Foprn, Samurt Battey, Leeds, Salesman Leeds Pet April 
8 Ord April 29 


Frost, Taomas Wiit1am, Leicester, Baker Leicester Pet 
May1 Ord May1 

Goopatt, Jony uw Waseem, Forest gate, Builder High Court 
Pet April 29 Ord gq OR 


Hau otingh ‘elie vy Victualler 


Wiutsas, hp gO AP ce 


Ord April 27 ; 


ener 
Pet April 





Low, James Cuasot, Westbourne ter, Produce Merchant 
Court 
—= Ord April 30 
Mont. 2 a. Painter Portsmouth Pet 
Neepier, Wi1114m Stevenson, Hull, Gunmaker Kings- 


ton upon Hull Pet 17 Ord April 30 
Nexson, Perzr, Ne upon Innkeeper New- 


Tyne, 
castle on Tyne Pet 29 Ord 29 
Ourver, Lyaut (ing, at .. bikes, Tutor High 
Court Pet April 6’ Ord May 1 
Porz, Pumir Crossy, Hapton, Engineer 
Burnley Pet May 1’ Ord May 1 
Race, Curistopuer James, Leicester, Butcher Leicester 
Pet April 30 Ord April 30 
iene 
April 17 


_ a Victualler High Court Pet 
Surru, thn para Golden Leather Case Manu- 
factarer High Court Pet Pet April 30 Ord April 30 








i. re Be iti <a he “ae” Bie 
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Surrn, Hrep, Keighley, Grocers Hewny Caanizs Lewes, Clerk in | Lomas, Awn, Salford, Boot Dealer Salford Pet May — 
Bradford. “Pet May 1, Ord May 1 On oly Ordos Lawes, Pet April 3 Ord May 1 2 Ord May 2° “” 
Sroxgs, am | as Grocer Pontypridd Pet — See, s, a, Grimsby | Mawrarrr, be Sauvat, Smackowner 
Townasp, Jackson, Huddersteld, Praitere Huddersfield Doge ten 227 brat acto, Dramatis Agent angen Tasso, Gari, alr Cardiff? Pet May 1 Ord 
Waxes, Janes, Wrutaa Tuouss CLARKE, and Faep- Fanas, Ouaniss x Worcester, Hop Factor Wor- Marrs, Rowuxo Daye, Dursley, Schoolmaster Glouces-_ 
- wae Northampton “Pet Apel $0 Gra Apel 90 Prog Rrouas Wisiax, Lacoter, Bake Leicester Pet a og retinal Peay ® Ona _- 
Sy") S17) tiered Fg 5 ee ris, Hover eon: North Tailor Newoastle on 
waste Ohans Pembroke Dock Pet Court 


Pet April 29 4 , 
Mineral Water Manufac- 
FIRST MEETINGS. Congveran, Fens areas Deegan A, Sitar High | Ross, panice, Bovernar, ¥ ‘Ord May 1 ‘ 
Anne, Water, Goole, Ship Broker May 10 at 11.30 Max, Epwimy James, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler High Dour Pe Tabernacle st, [ronmonger 















































“pal 





inndat, 


in 
id 


Bond ter, W: 

Anustronc, Cuartes, Grafham, Farmer May 21 at 12 | Hanpme, Wit114m, Streatham, Carpenter Wandsworth | Sauzpsas, 
resid 20 Law Courts, New rd, . Pet April 26 Ord April 27 Pet Pet -- 
pATMiay ier 8 OM Reo, $6, Victoria st, Td Man Tobacconist’ Manchester Bet Apel 4 Ord "2  ayeey 
Braost, Guonex Twous, at ss. ectioner April 27 Sarre, Abra, 8 Tobacconist Sheffield Pet May ~ 
Biacaes, Atyazp, Liandaf Cabinet Maker May 13 at 11 Pet March 20 Ord April 30 bigs 3 the Matlock, Fruiterer Darby 

Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff Eomunp, ; Pet : paliboard Manufacturer 
penne Sm Mene S Church walk, Notti lee Ani or ae Aylesbury 

. 7. 

Onaven, Dax TOLIPTS, eS i May 28 1 Ord Mayi Waacey, Ovensyp, Bradford, W: Bradford Pet 
Crompros, AL¥Faep by, Hotel Ma; April 25 Ww 
m0 at 3 Off Reo, 85, Victoria st, Liverpool . Mazuiorr, Hexry, New Broad st, Merchant High Court April 18 Ord May 2 
Downixe Sune, See Damage May 11 at 11 Pet Jan 30 Ord April 30 Warrt Narouzon, Oldham, Stationer Oldham Pet 


Mansza' Cuantes Hewny Jou, Wi Brown Mayl : 1 
Fawta, Fenpinanp, Temple avenue, Engineer May 10 at Seddie Maker Walsall pot Sa ll Ord Apel 9 Wiut1ams, Beerhouse Keeper (reen- 
11 Bankruptcy bldgs, st Mortanp, Joux, Li Gas Collector verpool 
Fizroner, Josers, Leominster May 13 at 10 4, Corn aq, ety Ord 30 
: 3 : Moxpy, Grora Painter Portsmouth Pet 
Gopparp, Faanxx, 8 Tottenham, Licensed Victualler May April 26 Ord April 27 
10 at 2.30 bidgs, Carey st Shirtmaker | P"®2™™4™, Hones, Batetel, Bruitenee Bristol Pet April 


Cua Tuomas an Seles + 22 Ord April 
ai Carey 
: Jorns, Traouas Onan. Focmer May 10at 10 3, Por ee e., Poet Enginecr deli FIRST MEETINGS. aa 
Leama Sane Atrrzep Buckizz, Heref: Wine | Riwewar, Tuomas, Lower Mitcham, Grocer Oroydon 15 at 11 Ot ee, Waleall 
Merchant May 10 at 3 2 Ofte st’ Hector’ ” Pet April 22 Ord April 27 Axrort, Sxpxny, Theatrical Agent May 1¢at12 Bank- 
Lo 4 Goole, Mill May 10 at 12.90 | Rocznsox, Josern Krexrarnicn, Acton, Draper Brent- bidgs, Carey st 
"Olt Ree, 6, Bond tet, Waketeld ford ‘Pet March 15 Ord April 25 Asriz, Eowanp Warre, Derby, Boller Maker May 14 at 
ells Manspeiner, Jos1an, cor | cir, Builder May 18 at 11 he eee Danaea Jon, Donate, Baler ay Off Reo, 
Off Toe’ Bl Alewantse ra oe waevautend Pot Masel Ord May 1 . Parken, Bey” waexcs, Birkenhead, Stationer 
Mrrcatr Trowas, Chatbam, Cycle Agent June 19 at 5 er ola Leather Case Manu | 5 ETAL Off Sy 
County Overt house, Blackburn facturer Court April Avrazp, General : 
Monoax, Davin, Holmer, Cattle Dealer May 10°at3 2, | Surrs, non ge Wy yt — Grocers Carey st , May 21 4 
adsonan, Ghanees Brows, Clun, Farmer Mayi3at10 4, Cosas, Pont, Grocer Pontypridd Pet April eet Kins Head Honan May #1 2t 2.30 Bi ‘a 
alee ‘uutam, Greenwich, Publican May 13 at 12 | Stvsss, Rosser Jostan, Newgate st High Court Pet ey bldg, Carey May 15 ee 
24, Railway app, London Bridge April? Ord May 1 BLANcuaRp, lol, Furitare Dealer | a 


at Reo, Wi 
. Myzrs, ALEXAND’ Aberavon, Outfitter May 13 at 12 | Taropon, Atrzep Asrimatt, Gra Theatre Manager Burwzs @zonos CLarrou, 
oe mot . si, Alexandra . Swansea = ne Re Rochester Pet March 25 Ord 29 re, owas Suna aed Pasonasce none Cheon, 
apER, Joux, Church , Collier 
‘Midi 3 a, Trent Waker, James, Wiutiam Toomas Crancs, and Farp- a Ce 


Hotel. i gRick Coanues Asus Manufac- ; : 
ling st Rosgats, Josern, Tend Lodging house Keoper May 15 ee Soe April 30 Townend, Garlisle bg md 14 at 230 Mr 
at 2 Temperance Pem Dock Wattass, Bers, , Farmer Pembroke Dock Pet | Boors, Gaosom, , Agent May 14 at ; 
asec) a3. Of Ree, 96, Temple chmbre, Templeavenne” |  SPel #0 Ord April Bow eee t, Matr row, Bradtord teney tiated : 
. le rs, avenue : 4 
Berea. Nichelse ot Boonies” May 23 at 2.30 Exchange ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. May 14 at 11 ieee ps 
Sronsy, Cullen, Hecnineger May 10 at 3.90 | Gresox, Joux, West Joiner Sunderland Dusan, & same May 16 at 12 ~* 
‘Off Reo, 25, John st, Sunderland Adjud Oct 10, 1894 April 25, 1896 Boumers Wau, Lond, May 15 at11 Of * 4 
Oot sliway app, Lenton Bes pep ages Rage London Gasette.—Tunsoax, May 7 Tin, 3S, Ses a Austins they 4 
sruoxne, Musaaera, Heron, Baker May 10 at10 RECEIVING ORDERS. oo anlkrapeoy'bldge, Casey’ st er ee 
a . Carver Dealer May > 
‘FiInpaL1, a ig + lpg Maker May 23 at 2 | Astiz, Eowanp Wurrs, Derby, Boiler Maker Derby Pet (a wae i 
a at, Burnley May2 Ord May 2 Cuaruax, Huan, May 15 at 12.90 a4 
& Co TOW ACKSON, ri ee May 10 at 3 at vam Tag Burnley, Auctioneer Burnley Pet 24, Railway Bridge 
Townsexp, Josep, and Gzorez Epwarp Towxsexp, | Beaumont, Reguuns Minnsbeshes, Solicitor Manchester Chasen, ae row, Leeds May 39 * 
Crofton, Butchers May 10 at 10 Off Reo, 6, Bond| Pet Aprilil Ord May 3 Coons, inane ‘it, Builder May 17 at 2.90 
ter, W Baonsox, Kow ano, Nottingham, Upholsterer Nottingham ey at Re 
Tavs, Karniaex Mansy, Leckhampton, Spinster May 11 Pet 30 8 Coor, Actor May 21 at 11 Bank- —— 
h lane at4 County Court bldgs, Chel! Carver, James, Aspull, Dealer Wigan Pet ruptey st Be 
Typemax, Gzones, Sto Watchmaker May 10 at =? Ord 2 Bastion, 22 at 8 Of. it 
12 ae ee pewich Ome TLLIAM, Hosier Stockton on Tees ae a 
Waxes, Agraun , Ry Pork Butcher May 10 May Engineer Ss. 
at 4 Off Rec, 25, John st, Tow, a 


Waurens, Cuaries, Swansea, Grocer May liati12 Off 






$1, Alexandra rd, Swansea 
Wanp, Wit114m, Bildeston, Outfitter May 10 at 11.30 


Off Ree, Princes Ipswich 4 

_—_ Wussr, 31008, Oambeiige Waiter May 17 at12 Of 3 
sistant Rec, 5, Petay Cury, Cambridge - 
Ag 

April ADJUDICATIONS. a 
ial wT Ee Warehouseman Norwich Pet a 


29 30 
Bauiax, th ty Peckham High Court Pct 


poe March 30 Ord May 1 4 
Pet Bae 2 cana , Builder Sheffield Pet April 30 4 
; Bareman, W: Bootle cum Linacre, Team Owner e 
Rings- Liverpool Pet April 23 Ord May 1 ¥ 
Wawa Bexxert, Josern Joux, Chariton Kings, Butcher Chelten- i 
ham Pet May 1, Ord May 1 
High ae a Grocer Wakefield Pet April 30 
' Baapsuaw, Watson, Leeds, Butcher Leeds Pet April 29 
gineer Ord April 29 
a mag gg Fupeen, 0 taalen, Gawe Aylesbury 
icester Ord May Hanonga Joux Hanonza 
ad : png Pap vis B Ord April 30 *\4 26 Ord May 3 a5 . Bet chmbrs, sty, so 
ei 
Croves, Arruur, Wortley, Leeds, Soap Manufacturer Crewe, Builder Nantwich 
Leeds Pet Agedl 90 Oni April 90 : — - weed i ce 








May 16 at 11 
Manu- Ord 
Comnge, J. in Tailor Ulverston Pet . Pet x Soliciter 
: March 15 Grd May 1 | ° iia Ord May’ Deer vernon a =n “ 
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Jacnson, Hexny, West Bromwich, Clerk May 15 at 11 
Vay oe 

Jay, murerr, South Hampstend, Spinster May 20 at 2.30 

Jerrensox, » sy , Repatenge May 17 at 

Joann pa ee Ss Stenegnte, eee May li at2 Off 

’ a 

a 8 Ebbw Vale, Mon, ‘aioe May 15 at 

longs, Hucs Simow, a 
12 Off Rec, Merthyr 4 

Lawiey, Wit, General Dealer May 17 
atll 23, Colmore row, 

Lawzexce, Harry, Hackney, Boot Manufacturer May 15 


atli bidgs, Carey st 
Lov, A, reanens May 15 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Commission Agent 


Lomax, oe name Meee, cout : 
at, THomas, Gomanhit on Pound tmnlerent Maker 
tesa Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on 


Painter May liat3 Off Rec, 
belage Function, Relinttan. Portsmouth 
Pa eta Tention, Clothier May 16 at 11 
Colmore row, 


23, 
P Hewry, Parkgate, ‘orks, Grocer May 14 at 2.30 
Figtree lane, Shedd 

Seitaeat Joseru, Nottingham, Bootmaker May 15 at 11 
Off Rec, 8t Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 
” Off Reo, . i taeda <2" -eiriae 

3 
Rarr, J 0 Aabtord, Gent May 15 at 11.30 24, Railway 


Rosso @rvanr, Bedford pk May 16 at 11 Bankruptcy 


apt Fou R, Weston super Mare May 16 at 12 


Jauus, Leicester, 





yiéats Of 
Srvuses, Ropeat Josian, Newgate High a, Po 20at12 Bank- 
Surrin, Pavt, aierar, Ast Subthiner May 20 at 2.30 


Tuomas, a Swansea, Hosiery Manufacturer May 
16 at 12 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 
Watts, Huon Epwanxp. ‘Pembroke, Grocer May 15 at 2 15 


Sante May 15 at 2.30 


On Ba we, Wiitsram Arxinsor, Leeds 
row, Leeds 
May 16 at 12 23, 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Avustix, Wi11am Joux, Birmingham, Builder Birming- 
ham Pet March 20 Ord May 4 


Banrwes, Epwarp fs Burnley, Auctioneer Burnley 

Pet May3 Ord May 

Boors, Luxe, Handsworth, Outfitter Birmingham Pet 

April5 Ord May4 

Brace, Atrrep Eaton, Cheddar, Licensed Victualler 

B x teorcen ge oo a Nottingham 

ROBSON, Epwakrp. 

et April 30 Ord May 3 

Canvan, ame, On aera Provision Dealer Wigan Pet 

y2 

CHAPMAN, eons 8 "Norwood, Stationer Oroydon Pet 

March 2 Ord Ma: May 2 

ae Bm et ate rough, Hosier Stockton on Tees 

May 1 

Cory, Tomas, Tunbridge Wells, Colliery Proprietor 
Swansea Pi rch 22 Ord May 2 

Dv erase, ia en, Tea Dealer Portsmouth Pet 

Sowsen Grorcs -» Uplyme, Lime Merchant 
Exeter Pet May 2 Ord May 

Getpart, Wiitram, Bradford, Tailor Bradford Pet May 
4 Ord May 4 

we i Bath, Coal Merchant Bath Pet May 2 


Hesty, Desene, New Seteten, Coal Dealer Swindon 
Pet Feb 28 Ord May 

cn oe James eee, York, Painter York Pet May 
8 


Jouns, JamEs ts Ricwanoe, Formby, Draper Liverpool Pet 
May2 Ord May 2 ‘ ves 
Lomas, Sana Any, Salford, Boot Dealer Salford Pet April 
22 Ord May 2 
Mason, Isaac, Cardiff, Tailor Cardiff Pet May1 Ord 
1 


y 
Manrtnirr, Gsonce Samvst, Jowett, Smackowner Gt 
Yarmouth Pet May2 Ord Ma pe hy 
Maatin, Epuuxp Davin, Dursley, Schoolmaster Gloucester 
Pet Ma: rd May 4 
ANTHONY Seozane, Preston, Chandler 
19 Ord May 4 
Mattoyre, — Joseru, Ipswich, Coal Merchant Ips- 
wich Pet April 8 y2 
Mittuovss, James, Notti Musical Instrument 
Dealer Nottingham Pet May 3 Ord May3 


a ee Arteper, Wistow, Farmer Peter- 
ty - Pet May1 Ord May 3 

Benet, we. Clerk Birmingham Pet 

Surre, Anraye, Shetiield, Tobacconist Sheffield Pet May 

2 y2 

Txompsoy, James, Matlock Bridge, Fruiterer Derby Pet 

May 4° Ord May 4 

Warre, Witsox, Crumpsall, Setoot Merchant Man- 
chester Pet ‘April 18 Ord Ma 

Watts, Hven Epwagp, Pembro! Grocer Pembroke 

Dock Pet April 26 Ord Ma pr May, 

Wuatery, Overenp, Bradford, Woolstapler Bradford Pet 
May2 Ord May2 


Manztivs, fe. 
Preston Pet 





Wuerter, Gzorcr, Woodf Butcher High Court Pet 
April '18 Ord May 2 “ys 


Wuirrakes, Narovzoy, Oldham, Stationer Oldham Pet 
May1 Ord May1 


y 
Wituiams, a iydenham, octane Keeper Green- 
et May 2 Ord Ma 
 rmrthiemmenced 


Wruu41ams, Wituiam Sy my} 
Wi May 3 Ord Ma’ 
Fish Haw Hertford Pet 


te ao Ware, 
Ord Ap 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Normay, Francis Hevry heey Priory Park rd, Kil- 
Mel Sa ines High Court Adjud Jan 23, 1890 Anoul 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


May 14.—Messrs. Wu. Grocan & Boyp, at the Mart, E.C., 
at 10 o’clock, ae eenene Meanalen and Premises (see adver- 


Dyes Phang AC Mune af the Mart 20. 
30 o” . ee 
advertisement, May 4, p. 4). 
May 15. —Messrs. p, rn bg & Tvusss, at the Mart, E.C., at 
1 o’clock, Freehold Ground-rents (see advertisement, this 


week, p. 2) 
May 15.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & dg am at the Mart, 
Properties 


.C., at 2 o'clock, Freehold and Leasehold 
(see © advertisement, 2% 4). 

aumne. of at the Mart, 

tial and Build- 


April 27, 
15.—Messrs. Epwin Fox 
aos at 2 o’clock, 
see advertisements, May 2, p. 4). 
ay 16.— Exvus, Carx, & Co., at 
the Mart, E.C and Leasehold Shop, and Free- 
hold City, Properties (see advertisements, April 6, p. 4; 
wit we ng ® ;. May 4, p. 4). 


May 17 Baxer & Sons, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 
¢ clock, Freehold - Leasehold Properties ‘(see adver- 
semen: 


Pp. 2). 
Ma pee gg Joux Lezs & Burcue., at the Mart, 
C., Tb a may te oe ~ a idence at Reigate 
see ad’ 


). 
May 17. a <—s Be & Daw, at the Mart, 


‘essrs. 
-C., at 2 —— (see advertise- 


ment, this week, p.2 

All All letters intended for matliontioe in the 
“* Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 














RIENT COMPANY’S YACHTING 
CRUISES by the Steamship ‘“‘ GARONNE,” 3,876 
tons register, ee Lowpow as under :— 
For the NORWAY FIORDS and NORTH CAPE, 
12th Jomn, for 28 days. 


AA Domne es BS of ls Cnses she Rie WE be 


For the NORWAY FIORDS, 
13th Juxy, for 15 days. 
8rd Aveust, for 15 days. 


ie COPE ASE, STOCKHO ST. PETERSBURG, 
the BALTIC CAN &e. 


27th Avavar for 29 days. 


band, electric t, electric bells, hot and cold 
bathe Ligh-claes cokine™ 


Managers: Green & Co. ; Anderson, Anderson, & Co. 
Head Offices: Fenchurch-avenue. 
ly to the latter firm at ofata- 
aren ono, ro. age to Se Office, 


EDE AND SON, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Jadicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 





ROBES FOR QUBEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
Clerks, and Clerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Olergy Gowns. | 


ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


PROBATE V 
JEWELS AND SILVER PLATE, &¢. 


ALUATIONS 





APPRAISE the above for the LzeaL 
lished 1772. 


Under the patronage of H.M. The Queen and 


SPINK & SON, Goupsmrrus anp Srivensmirus, 17 anp 18, Picoapitixy, W., and at 1 anp 2, 
GRACECHURCH-STREET, ConnutLL, Lonpon, E.C., beg respectfully’ to announce that they ACCURATELY 
Prorgssion ‘or PurcuasE the same for cash if desired. Estab- 


H.S.H. Prince Lowis Battenberg, K.C.B. 





Orrice—63, OLD BROAD 


NATIONAL REVERSIONARY INVESTMENT COMPANY, LIMITED 
(Instituted 1837). 


For the Purchase of Absolute or Contingent Reversions, Life Interests, and 
Policies of Assurance en Lives. 


STREET, LONDON, E.C. 





D 
n—A. P. HEYWOOD LONSDALE Esq. 
Brac, Epwarp F., . 
Ponsonsy, The Hon. EK. C. W. 
Renpatt, G. A., 


Solicitors—Messrs. 





RS : 
Deputy-Chairman—AUG. W. GADESDEN, Esq. 
” Scappiue, Warten, Esq. 


F alt. a, . 


Witps, Eavezsrt J., > a 
ILIFFE, HENLEY, WEET, Bedford-row 





Forms for submitting Proposals for Sale may be obtained at: os Offices of the Company. 


ATKINSON, Szcrrrary. 





AEX A OCOOIDENTS, 


ERAILWAT ACOIDANTS, 


BMeLO FEES’ 


64, CORNHILL, LONDON. 


BEA BILIT®y, 


Insured against by the 


ASSURANCE COMPANY, 


A. VIAN, Secretary. 





RAILWAY PASSENGERS’ 
INSURANCE OFFICE. 

Founded 1710. 
LAW COURTS BRANCH: 


S U N 40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 


A. W. COUSINS, District Manager. 
SUM INSURED in 1893, £305,854,440. 





British Law Fire Insurance 
COMPANY, LIMITED. 
Subscribed Capital . . Ome Million 
Paid-up Capital and Reserve £115,000, 


Bead Office 
5, LOTHBURY, *OANK, ‘LONDON, E.C., 
with Branches throughout the United K ingdom. 








